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1 .        SUMMARY,    CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMIENDATIQNS 


The  Town  of  Southampton,   Massachusetts,  is  a  relatively 
small  rural  bedroom  community  with  a  present  population 
of  approximately  4,000.     Sewage  disposal  throughout  the 
Town  is  presently  provided  by  individual,   privately  owned, 
on-lot  subsurface  disposal  systems.     While  the  Town's 
regulatory  setup  and  enforcement  procedures  have  drastically 
lessened  the  potential  of  sewage  difficulties  both  in 
recent  history  and  for  the  future,  two  problem  areas  have 
been  identified:      (1)     the  older  Town  Center  area  and  (2) 
the  Pequot  Pond  area.     Both  have  exhibited  a  history  of 
difficulties  with  on-lot  disposal.     Also,  accelerated 
eutrophic  conditions  have  been  reported  within  Pequot  Pond. 

The  Town  Center  is  located  in  an  area  geologically 
unsuitable  for  on-lot  disposal;     the  problem  is  further 
compounded  by  small  lot  sizes  and  antiquated  systems.  The 
Pequot  Pond  area  does  have  suitable  soil  conditions. 
However,   seasonal  homes  have  been  converted  to  year-round 
dwellings,   thereby        increasing  the  volume  of  wastewater 
entering  the  undersized  leaching  fields.     Small  lot  sizes 
have  prevented  the  installation  of  systems     complying  with 
modern  regulations  governing  on-lot  disposal.     In  both  of 
these  cases,   it  was  initially  concluded  that  special 
considerations  were  needed. 
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To  alleviate  the  wastewater  management  problems  identified 
in  the  preparation  of  this  report,   several  alternatives 
were  considered.     Alternatives  considered  include: 
(1)   regional  solutions  utilizing  connections  to  existing 
municipal  wastewater  treatment  facilities  in  neighboring 
communities,    (2)   in-town  municipal  treatment  facilities 
for  either  or  both  locations,  and   (3)   community  subsur- 
face disposal  systems  for  either  or  both  of  the  areas. 

Based  on  the  results  of  the  Facility  Plan,   it  is  concluded 
that: 

1.  Many  existing  on-lot  subsurface  disposal  systems  in 
the  Town  Center  and  Pequot  Pond  areas  do  not  function 
efficiently  and  create  potential  public  health  and  odor 
problems . 

2.  The  requirements  of  the  Massachusetts  Environmental 
Code,  Title  V,  cannot  be  complied  with  in  m.any  cases. 

3.  Accelerated  eutrophic  conditions  prevail  in  Pequot 
Pond,  rendering  existing  on-lot  disposal  systems  suspect. 

4.  Private  water  supplies  are  threatened  in  the  Pequot 
Pond  area  due  to    their  close  proximity  to  existing  sub- 
surface systems. 

5.  The  municipal  ground  water  supply  serving  the  Town 
Center  would  be  threatened  by  the  upstream  discharge  of 
treated  community  effluent  to  the  Manhan  River,  a  watercours 
of  recognized  low  assimilative  capacity. 
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6.     Excessive  amounts  of  Infiltration/Inflow  do  not 
exist  since  there  are  no  existing  sanitary  sewers. 

After  evaluating  the  economic,  environmental    and  social 
costs  related  to  the  various  solutions,   it  is  recommended 
that: 

1.  A  pressure  sewer-leach  field  system  be  installed  to 
service  a  limited  area  of  Town  Center. 

2.  A  municipal  regional  solution  be  applied  to  the 
Ponds  area  which  would  be  served  by  a  pressure- type 
collection  system  which  would  transport  effluent  to  the 
City  of  Westfield's  Arm  Brook  Interceptor,   final  destina- 
tion to  be  the  existing  Westfield  Wastewater  Treatment 
Facility. 
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2 .  INTRODUCTION 

2 . 1     Study  Purpose  and  Scope 

The  major  reasons  for  initiating  this  study  have 
developed  from  a  growing  awareness  and  concern  for 
ecological  conditions  within  the  Town  of  Southampton. 
Various  and  diverse  pieces  of  legislation  at  all  levels 
of  government  have  placed  an  increased  responsibility 
upon  and  need  for  cities  and  towns  to  seek  modern 
solutions  allowing  them  to  deal  with  all  forms  of 
pollution  control.     This  legislative  activity  has  helped 
direct  rural  awareness,     particularly  toward  the  control 
of  pollutional  discharges    (both  liquid  and  solid)    to  ground- 
water.    The  Town  of  Southampton's  residents  recognize 
the  fact  that  the  subsurface  disposal  of  wastewaters  in 
their  community  is  currently  a  source  of  concern  that 
adversely  affects  the  environmental  quality  of  Southampton. 
The  Town  desires  to  correct  this  situation  and  has 
commissioned  Aimer  Huntley,  Jr.   &  Associates,   Inc.  of 
Northampton,  Massachusetts  to  prepare  this  "Step  I  - 
Facility  Plan"  propounding  the  various  options  available 
to  control  these  problems.     By  way  of  concurrence  as 
to  the  need  for  such  an  investigation,   the  US-EPA , through 
the  authority  of  the  Mass.  Division  of  Water  Pollution 
Control,   awarded  the  Town  a  Step  I  Facility  Planning  Grant 
on  July  20,  1976. 
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The  classic  problem  faced  by  most  small  communities  in 
Western  Massachusetts,  with  respect  to  liquid  pollutional 
discharges,   centers  around  the  older  and  more  densely 
settled  areas  within  the  towns.     In  these  neighborhoods, 
private  disposal  systems  were  not  originally  constructed 
in  accordance  with  any  specific  regulations  or  technology 
and,   in  many  cases,  the  lot  size  restricts  or  prevents 
compliance  with  modern  sanitary  code  requirements. 

The  Town  of  Southampton  manifests  precisely  such  a 
situation  which  is  further  compounded  by  unsuitable 
soils  conditions  found  in  some  areas  of  Town.     The  Town 
currently  relies  entirely  on  individual,  privately  owned 
on-lot  subsurface  wastewater  disposal  systems  and, 
although  this  study  will  involve  the  entire  Town,  two 
areas  of  particular  concern  have  been  identified. 

The  older  and  densely  settled  Town  Center  ,  established 
in  the  mid-1700 's,  has  been  a  perpetual  source  of  on-lot 
disposal  problems.     This  area  is  characterized  by  older 
houses  on  small  lots  that  result  in  closely  grouped 
disposal  systems.     The  soils  here  are  not  compatible  with 
this  concept,   as  they  consist  of  hardpan  with  a  seasonal 
high  water  table. 
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The  Pequot  Pond  area  is  faced  with  a  similar  problem 
where  closely  grouped  summer  cottages,  with  initially 
inadequate  and  undersized  disposal  systems  intended  for 
seasonal  use  only,  have  been  converted  to  year-round 
residences  without  enlarging  the  disposal  systems.  The 
soils  in  this  area  exhibit  high  permeabilities,   and  there- 
fore can  allow  pollutants  to  leach  with  little  difficulty 
into  the  groundwater  that  feeds  individual  water  supplies 
and  the  Pond*     Coliform  bacteria  and  associated  public  health 
problems  have  been  recorded  as  occurring  at  the  Hampton 
Ponds  State  Park  Beach  at  the  south  end  of  the  Pond. 
Additionally,   the  Citizens  Task  Force  of  the  208  Areawide 
Wastewater  Treatment    Management    Program  of  the  Lower 
Pioneer  Valley  Regional  Planning  Commission   (LPVRPC)  has 
cited  Pequot  Pond  as  displaying  accelerated  eutrophic 
conditions . 

The  purpose  of  this  Facility  Plan  is  to  determine  both 
the  present  wastewater  disposal  needs  of  the  Town  as  a 
whole  and  to  ascertain  the  future  requirements  based  on 
current  needs,  desires,  and  technology.     This  will  be 
accomplished  by: 

1.  Identification  of  present  and  future  sewage 
disposal  problems. 

2.  Development  and  evaluation  of  various  solutions 
to  identified  problems. 

3.  Selection  of  the  plan  that  best  addresses  present 
and  future  water  pollution  control  needs. 

ALMER  HUNTLEY,  JR.,  »  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 

SURVEYORS    .    ENGINEERS    -  PLANNERS 


8. 


4.     Presentation  of  the  necessary  preliminary  designs 
for  that  plan  along  with  public  participation 
response  to  proposed  solutions. 

2 . 2     Planning  Area 

The  Town  of  Southampton  is  approximately  29  square  miles 
in  area  and  is  located  along  Route  10  in  Hampshire 
County,  Western  Massachusetts,   as  shown  on  "Figure  II"; 
It  is  bordered  by  Westhampton  and  Easthampton  to  the 
north,   Easthampton  and  Holyoke  to  the  east,  Westfield  to 
the  south,   and  Montgomery  and  Huntington  to  the  west. 
It  is  situated  approximately  20  miles  northwest  of 
Springfield,  Massachusetts  and  100  miles  west  of  Boston. 

The  planning  area  for  this  study  encompasses  the  entire 
Town  of  Southampton  and  is  delineated  in  "Figure  III"  along 
with  the  two  identified  areas  of  primary  concern. 
Although  these  two  problem  areas  have  been  previously 
identified  and  do,   in  fact,   demonstrate  the  need  for 
detailed  investigation  during  the  course  of  this  study, 
it  was  still  considered  necessary  to  research  the 
conditions  in  all  areas  of  Southampton  to  determine  if 
other  neighborhoods  warrant  such  thorough  examination. 
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FIGURE  III 

PLANNING  AREA  MAP 

STEP  I  FACILITY  PLAN 
TOWN  OF  SOUTHAMPTON  MASSACHUSETTS 
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One  of  the  first  procedures  used  was  to  analyze  the 
existing  conditions  for  subsurface  disposal  of  wastewater 
effluent  by  reviewing  all  percolation  tests  done  by  this 
firm  in  the  Town  since  1971.     This  investigation  considered 
the  degree  of  success,  the  general  subsurface  conditions 
encountered,  and  the  number  of  tests  at  each  site. 
These  percolation    tests    were  analyzed  in 

groupings  such  to  divide  the  Town  into  specific  areas  where 
accurate  predictions  could  be  made  for  certain  geographic 
areas.     This  test  data,  coupled  with  the  empirical  geological 
data  from  a  1974  study  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
(see  Appendices  A-1,   2,  &  3)  ,  were  the  basis  for  generalized 
assessments  of  potential  for  various  areas  of  the  Town. 
These  assessments  rated  the  capacity  of  each  area  to  provide 
satisfactory  subsurface  disposal  for  sewage.     This  analysis, 
discussed  in  more  detail  in    Section  4.2  of  this  report, 
again  pointed  to  the  same  two  problem  areas. 

To  support  our  findings  concerning  the  tv/o  priority  study 
areas  of  population  concentration  within  the  Town,  additional 
data  was  obtained  through  a  wastewater  questionnaire  user 
survey,  discussed  in  Section  4.2  of  this  report. 
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3.     EFFLUENT  LIMITATIONS 
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3 .   EFFLUENT  LIMITATIONS 

Since  no  municipal  sewer  system  exists  in  Southampton  no 
publicly  owned  point  discharges  exist  and  a  permit  has 
not  been  required  under  the  National  Pollutant  Discharge 
Elimination  System   (NPDES) .     The  regulation  of  pollutant 
discharges  to  waters  in  Massachusetts  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  Massachusetts  Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control 
(MA-DWPG) ,  and  effluent  limitations  established  by  D^^C  must 
protect  existing  downstream  uses  and  not  interfere  with  the 
attainment  and  maintenance  of  beneficial  uses  in  downstream 
waters . 

The  majority  of  the  Town  is  a  watershed  contributory  to  the 
Manhan  River;  however,  the  smaller  Pequot  Pond  environs  drain 
to  Pond  Brook,   a  tributary  of  the  West field  River.  Water 
segments  within  the  planning  area  have  been  designated  "Class  B" 
by  the  Massachusetts  Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control 
(•MA-DWPC)  per  "Massachusetts  Water  Quality  Standards",  adopted 
September  1,   1978.      (The  waterway  classification  map  is  shown 
as  Figure  IV) .     Waters  assigned  to  this  Class  are  designated 
for  the  following  uses:   "protection  and  propagation  of  fish  and 
other  aquatic  life  and  wildlife;  and  for  primary  and  secondary 
recreation" . 
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Minimum  criteria  are  applicable  to  "Class  B"  water  segments 
in  the  State  of  Massachusetts.     Unless  more  stringent  specific 
criteria  are  determined  for  an  individual  segment,  the 
criteria  listed  in  Table  1,  following,   are  applicable.  The 
segment  of  the  Manhan  River  in  Southampton  is  not  currently 
designated  for  any  more  stringent  restrictions  than  are  shown 
in  Table  1.     The  Manhan  River  does,  however,   exhibit  a 
limited  assimilative  nature  due  to  its  low  flow  volume 
characteristics  as  discussed  in  Section  4.1.5  of  this  report. 
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TABLE  1. 


"MINIMUM  CRITERIA  -   CLASS   B  WATER  SEGMENTS"  * 


r 


Parameter 


Criteria 


1.  Aesthetics 


All  waters  shall  be  free  from 
pollutants  in  concentrations  or 
combinations  that : 


2.     Radioactive  Substances 


3 .     Tainting  Substances 


Color,  Turbidity,  Total 
Suspended  Solids 


Oil  and  Grease 


6.  Nutrients 


a)  Settle  to  form  objectionable 
deposits; 

b)  Float  as  debris,  scum  or  other 
natter  to  form  nuisances; 

c)  Produce  objectionable  odor,  color,  I 
taste  or  turbidity;  or 

d)  Result  in  the  dominance  of  nuisance! 
species . 

Shall  not  exceed  the  recommended  limiti 
of  the  United  States  Environmental 
Protection  Agency's  National  Drinking 
Water  Regulations. 

Shall  not  be  in  concentrations  or  ^ 
combinations  that  produce  undesirable  | 
flavors  in  the  edible  portions  of  p 
aquatic  organisms. 


Shall  not  be  in  concentrations  or 
combinations  that  would  exceed  the 
recommended  limits  on  the  most 
sensitive  receiving  water  use. 


[ 


The  water  surface  shall  be  free  from 
floating  oils,  grease  and  petro- 
chemicals and  any  concentrations  or 
combinations  in  the  water  column  or 
sediments  that  are  aesthetically 
objectionable  or  deleterious  to  the 
biota  are  prohibited.     For  oil  and 
grease  of  petroleum  origin  the 
maximum  allowable  discharge  concen- 
tration is  15  mg/1. 

Shall  not  exceed  the  site-specific 
limits  necessary  to  control  acceleratec 
or  cultural  eutrophication . 


*  from  "Massachusetts  Water  Quality  Control  Standards"  September  1,  1978. 
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TABLE  1. 


Continued 


Parameter 


Criteria 


7.     Other  Constituents 


Waters  shall  be  free  from  pollutants  in 
concentrations  or  combinations  that 


8.     Dissolved  Oxygen 


9 .  Temperature 


10.  pH 


11.     Fecal  Coliform  Bacteria 


a)  Exceed  the  recommended  limits  on  the 
most  sensitive  receiving  water  use; 

b)  Injure,  are  toxic  to,  or  produce 
adverse  physiological  or  behavioral 
responses  in  humans  or  aquatic 
life;  or 

c)  Exceed  site-specific  safe  exposure 
levels  determined  by  bioassay  using 
sensitive  resident  species. 

Shall  be  a  minimum  of  5.0  mg/1  in 
warm  water  fisheries  and  a  minimum 
of  6.0  mg/1  in  cold  water  fisheries. 

Shall  not  exceed  83*F   (28.3°)    in  warm 
water  fisheries  or  eS^F   (20°C)  in 
cold  water  fisheries,   nor  shall  the 
rise  resulting  from  artificial  origin 
exceed  4 . 0  °F   (2 . 2  °C)  . 

Shall  be  in  the  range  of  6.5  -  8.0 
standard  units  and  not  more  than  0.2 
units  outside  of  the  naturally 
occurring  range. 

Shall  not  exceed  a  log  mean  for  a  set 
of  samples  of  200  per  100  ml,  nor 
shall  more  than  10%  of  the  total  samples 
exceed  400  per  100  ml  during  any 
monthly  sampling  period,  except  as 
provided  in  Regulation  2.1. 
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TABLE  1. 
Continued 

PART  4     ANTI DEGRADATION  PROVISIONS      (Apply  to  Manhan  River  Segment) 

Regulation  4.1     Protection  of  Existing  Uses.     In  all  cases, 
from  after  the  date  these  regulations  become  effective,  the 
quality  of  the  waters  of  the  Commonwealth  shall  be  maintained  and 
protected  to  sustain  existing  beneficial  uses. 

Regulation  4.2     Protection  of  High  Quality  Waters.  From, 
and  after  the  date  these  regulations  become  effective,  waters 
designated  by  the  Division  in  Regulation  5.5  whose  quality  is  or 
becomes  consistently  higher  than  that  quality  necessary  to  sustain 
the  national  goal  uses  shall  be  maintained  at  that  higher  level  of 
quality  unless  limited  degradation  is  authorized  by  the  Division. 
Limited  degradation  may  be  allowed  by  the  Division  as  a  variance 
from  this  regulation  as  provided  in  Section  4.6. 

Regulation  4.3     Protection  of  Low  Flow  Waters.  Certain 
waters  will  be  designated  by  the  Division  in  Regulation  5.5  of 
these  standards  for  protection  under  this  section  due  to  their 
inability  to  accept  pollutant  discharges.     New  or  increased  dis- 
charges of  pollutants  to  waters  so  designated  are  prohibited  unless 
a  variance  is  granted  by  the  Division  as  provided  in  Regulation  4.6 

Regulation  4.4     National  Resource  Waters.     Waters  which 
constitute  an  outstanding  national  resource  as  determined  by 
their  outstanding  recreational,  ecological  and/or  aesthetic 
values  shall  be  preserved.     These  waters  shall  be  designated  for 
preservation  by  the  Division  in  Regulation  5.5  of  these  standards. 
Waters  so  designated  may  not  be  degraded  and  are  not  subject  to 
a  variance  procedure.     New  discharges  of  pollutants  to  such  waters 
are  prohibited.     Existing  discharges  shall  be  eliminated  unless 
the  discharger  is  able  to  demonstrate  that: 

a)  Alternative  means  of  disposal  are  not  reasonably 
available  or  feasible;  and 

b)  The  discharge  will  not  affect  the  quality  of  the  water 
as  a  national  resource. 

Regulation  4.5     Control  of  Eutrophication .     The  discharge 
of  nutrients,  primarily  phosphorus  or  nitrogen  to  waters  of  the 
Commonwealth  v/ill  be  limited  or  prohibited  by  the  Division  as 
necessary  to  prevent  excessive  eutrophication  of  such  waters. 
There  shall  be  no  new  or  increased  discharges  of  nutrients  into 
lakes  and  ponds,  or  tributaries  thereto.     Existing  discharges 
containing  nutrients  which  encourage  eutrophication  or  growth  of 
weeds  or  algae  shall  be  treated.     Activities  which  may  result  in 
non-point  discharges  or  nutrients  shall  be  conducted  in  accordance 
with  the  best  management  practices  reasonably  determined  by  the 
Division  to  be  necessary  to  preclude  or  minimize  such  discharges 
of  nutrients. 


ALMER  HUNTLEY,  JR.,  &?  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 

SURVEYORS    -    ENGINEERS    -  PLANNERS 


18. 


TABLE  1. 
Continued 


Regulation  4.6     Variances.     A  variance  to  authorize  a 
discharge  in  water  designated  for  protection  under  regulation  4.2 
may  be  allowed  by  the  Division  where  the  applicant  demonstrates 
that : 

1)  The  proposed  degradation  will  not  result  in  water 
quality  less  than  specified  for  the  class;  and 

2)  The  adverse  economic  and  social  impacts  specifically 
resulting  from  imposition  of  controls  more  stringent 
than  secondary  treatment  to  maintain  the  higher  water 
quality  are  substantial  and  widespread  in  comparison 
to  other  economic  factors  and  are  not  warranted  by  a 
comparison  of  the  economic,   social  and  other  benefits 
to  the  public  resulting  from  maintenance  of  the  higher 
quality  water. 

In  addition  to  the  above  the  applicant  for  a  variance  to 
authorize  a  discharge  into  waters  designated  for  protection  under 
Regulation  4.3  must  demonstrate  that: 

3)  Alternative  means  of  disposal  are  not  reasonably 
available  or  feasible. 

In  any  proceeding  where  such  variance  is  at  issue,  the 
Division  shall  circulate  a  public  notice  in  accordance  with 
the  procedures  set  forth  in  G.L.  c30A,  paragraph  3.  Said 
notice  shall  state  that  a  variance  is  under  consideration  by 
the  Division,  and  indicate  the  Director's  tentative  determination 
relative  thereto.     To  the  extent  feasible,  the  variance  proceeding 
shall  be  conducted  as  part  of  any  pending  discharge  permit 
proceedings  pursuant  to  G.L.  c.21,  paragraph  43.     In  any  variance 
procedure,  the  burden  of  proof  relative  to  justifying  the  variance 
shall  be  on  the  party  requesting  the  variance.     Any  variance 
granted  pursuant  to  this  regulation  shall  not  extend  beyond 
the  expiration  date  of  the  permit. 
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4 .      CURRENT  SITUATION 

4 . 1     Existing  Conditions  in  the  Planning  Area  Without 
the  Project 

4.1.1     Planning  Area  Description 

The  planning  area  investigated  in  this  report 
includes  the  entire  Town  of  Southampton  (29.58 
Sq.  Mi.),  as  delineated  on  the  map  in  Figure  III, 
"Planning  Area  Map",   hereinbefore,   and  shown  on 
U.S.G.S.  Topographic  Plates  entitled,  "Easthampton 
Mt.  Tom,  Westhampton,   and  Woronoco".     Two  areas 
have  been  designated  as  priority  study  areas  in 
Sections  2.1  and  2.2,  of  this  report.     They  are 
the  Town  Center  Area  and  the  Pequot  Pond  Area. 

The  majority  of  the  Town  is  located  in  the 
Connecticut  River  Basin  and  drains  via  the  Manhan 
River.     A  small  portion  in  the  southeastern  corner 
of  Town  drains  to  the  Westfield  River  via  Pequot 
Pond  and  Pond  Brook.     The  rolling  topography  here 
is  characterized  by  moderate  inclines  in  most 
populated  areas    (circa  200'   elev. ,  m.s.l.),  inter- 
spersed with  hills  of  400'   to  500'   elevation.  The 
topography  rises  quickly  in  the  northwest  with 
steep,  rugged  slopes  to  the  1,160'   elevation  at 
the  top  of  Pomeroy  Mountain.     The  soils  in  the 
east  are  a  mixture  of  many  types,  while  in  the 
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west  it  is  mostly  rough  and  stony.     Soils  in 
Southampton  are  generally  considered  to  be 
unsuitable  for  on-lot  sewage  disposal  systems 
with  63%  of  the  total  land  area  designated  as 
having  "severe  limitations"  for  such  systems, 
per  reports  published  by  the  Lower  Pioneer 
Valley  Regional  Planning  Commission   (LPVRPC) . 
Where  soils  are  known  to  be  unsuitable,   large  lot 
zoning  is  presently  in  effect  under  Town  Zoning 
Ordinances . 

The  Town  Center  priority  study  area  consists  of  a 
somewhat  impervious  colloidal  type  of  soil  with  a 
seasonally  high  water  table,  the  combination  of 
which  imposes  severe  limitations  on  on-site 
disposal  facilities.     The  Pond     area  exhibits  soils 
of  a  permeable  nature  which,  while  normally  suitabl 
for  subsurface  disposal  per  se,  allow  unrenovated 
contaminants  to  migrate  through  the  soil  to 
adjacent  private  water  supplies  and,  potentially, 
to  the  Pond  itself.     As  previously  discussed  in 
Sections  1  &  2.1,  hereinbefore,     the  two  areas  of 
primary  concern  which  have  been  perpetual  sources 
of  problems  to  the  local  Board  of  Health     are  the 
Town  Center  area    and  the  Pequot  Pond  area. 
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.1.2     Organizational  Context 

The  Board  of  Selectmen  in  Southampton  is  responsible 
for  the  planning,   financing,   and  operation  of 
publicly  orientated  water  pollution  control  program- 
ming as  is  evidenced  by  the  delegation  of  this 
Facility  Plan.     The  Board  of  Selectmen  has  the 
necessary  legislative  and  administrative  authori- 
zation to  construct,  operate  and  maintain  a  publicly 
owned  wastewater  treatment  system  as  borne  out  by 
the  Resolution  of  Intent  found  in  Appendix  B. 

A  Hampshire  County  community,  Southampton  utilizes 
the  Town  Meeting  form  of  government  and  is  represented 
by:  a.  1st  Mass.  Congressional  District;  b.  8th 
Councilor  District;  c.   2nd  Hampden  State  Senatorial 
District;   and     d.   1st  Hampshire  State  Representative 
District.     Southampton  is  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Lower  Pioneer  Valley  Regional  Planning 
Commission   (LPVRPC)     and  is  cited  in  the  report  by 
the  Citizens  Task  Force  of  the  208  Areawide  Waste- 
water Treatment  Management  Program  in  conjunction 
with  that  agency.     Additionally,  the  LPVRPC  has 
developed  population  projections  for  Southampton 
as  a  part  of  the  requirements  of  a  Department  of 
Housing  and  Urban  Development   (HUD)   701  Land  Use 
Study. 
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Any  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System   (NPDES)   Permit  issued  in  Southampton  would 
be  under  the  joint  auspices  of  the  U.S.  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency    (EPA) ,   Region  I  Office 
(Boston,  Massachusetts)       and  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts  Water  Resources  Commission  - 
Division  of  Water  Pollution  Control   (MA-DWPC)  in 
Boston   (local  office  located  in  Amherst,  Massa- 
chusetts) .     The  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
Engineering    (DEQE)    in  Boston   (local  office  in 
Amherst,  Massachusetts),   is  the  State  level  Agency 
responsible  for  protection  of  the  groundwaters  and 
wetlands  in  Southampton. 

.1.3    Demographic  and  Land-Use  Data 

The  Town  of  Southampton  is  a  rural/suburban  residen- 
tial community  located  near  the  Springfield- 
Holyoke-  Chicopee  metropolitan  area  and  is  a  part 
of  that  same  Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area 
(SMSA) .     Approximately  6%  of  the  total  land  area  is 
occupied  by  residential,  commercial,   and  related 
uses     while  the  balance  of  the  land  is  under 
agricultural  usage  or  is  vacant. 
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Southampton  has  little  commercial  or  industrial  activity 
and  relies  primarily  on  out-of-town  employment  oppor- 
tunities.    Therefore,  economic  conditions  are  influenced 
by  the  neighboring  communities.     Agricultural  activity 
consists  of  small-scale  dairy  operations,   an  orchard,  and 
wide-spread  plots  of  tillage.     Educational  facilities 
consist  of  an  elementary  and  a  middle  school  in 
Southampton,  while  secondary  education  is  shared  with  four 
other  Hampshire  County  towns  on  a  regional  basis  (Hampshire 
Regional  School  District) .     Any  of  the  alternative 
sewerage  systems  for  the  Town  Center  area  discussed 
later  in  this  report    would  service  the  elementary  school, 
while  the  Morris  Middle  School  would  be  served  only  by 
the  "Greater  Town  Center"  Options   ("A-1"  or  "A-5"). 

The  197  5  State  Census  population     for  Southampton  is 
3,770.     The  1970  U.   S.  Census  showed  a 

population  of  3  ,069  residing    in  912  housing  units  with 
a  2%  vacancy  rate  and  exhibiting  a  median  population  of 
3.3  per  unit.     Population  history  and  projections  for 
Southampton  were  developed  by  LPVRPC  during  a  HUD  7  01 
Land  Use  Study  and  are  presented  and  discussed  in  detail 
in  Section  5.2,  hereinafter. 

4.1.4    Water  Uses  and  Quality 

Presently,  municipal  water  supply  is  provided  to  the  greater 
Town  Center  vicinity,  along  the  College  Highway  corridor 
from  Valley  Road  to  the  center  of  Town,  and  northerly 
to  include  all  of  College  Highway  older  subdivisions 
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along  the  way.     Also  included  are  portions  of  Fomer  ■  Road, 
Brickyard  Road,  and  Glendale  Road.     Figure  V  outlines  the 
existing  municipal  water  supply  system.     The  supply 
inventory  for  this  public  system  consists  of  two  sources, 
a  direct  tap  to  one  of  two  parallel  Holyoke  Water  Works 
transmission  mains  that  supply  the  neighboring  City  of 
Holyoke  from  the  Tighe-Carmody  Reservoir  located  in  the 
western  portion  of  Southampton,  and  a  gravel  developed 
well  located  adjacent  to  the  Manhan  River  northwest  of 
the  intersection  of  College  Highway  with  Glendale  Road. 
This  well  has  a  Massachusetts  Department  of  Public  Health 
rated  safe  yield  of  331,000  GPD,  although  pumping  tests 
have  established  that  the  well  is  capable  of  producing  up 
to  790  ,000  GPD.     The  v/ell  water  and     the  reservoir  water  ar 
not  currently  treated. 

The  Manhan  River  drains  the  Town  Center  watershed  and  a 
recent  sampling   (circa  September,   197  9)   by  the  Massachusett 
D.W.P.C.   indicated  a  total  coliform  concentration  of 
1,300+  mg/L,  and  a  fecal  coliform  concentration  of  350+ 
mg/L.     These  results  indicate  pollutional  levels  in 
excess  of  the  "Class  B"  rating   (refer  to  Section  3  herein- 
before)   allowable  concentrations  and  is  indicative  of 
sewage-caused  degradation.     The  College  Highway  well  is 
located  adjacent  to  the  Manhan  River,  downstream  from  the 
Town  Center  area  and,  although  no  problems  have  yet  been 
experienced,  pollution  of  the  River  from  the  Town  Center 
area  could  potentially  produce  detrimental  effects  to  the 
quality  of  this  potable  water  supply. 
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The  Pequot  Pond  area  is  served  entirely  by  private 
" on-site" water  supplies,  a  questionable  practice  in 
an  area  of  crowded,  undersized,  and  often  obsolete 
individual  subsurface  disposal  systems.  One  serious 
concern  in  this  area  is  the  fact  that  only  fifty (50) 
percent  have  deep  well  water  supply.     The  danger  of 
contamination  of  shallow  water  supplies  cannot  be 
overstressed.   It  should  be  noted  that  most  of  these 
homes  are  located  close  to  each  other  on  relatively 
small  building  lots  which  will  not  meet  the  present 
dimensional  requirements  of  the  State  Environmental 
Code,  Title  V,    specifically,  the  size  of  required 
disposal  fields  and  the  required  100-foot  separation 
between  subsurface  disposal  components  and  wells. 
Data  concerning  the  existing  rates  of  water  usage 
are  presented  in  Section  4.2  hereinafter. 

A  tested  and  proven  municipal  well  site  exists 
at  the  northern  end  of  Pequot  Pond  and  should  be 
considered  endangered  if  pollution  of  the  Pond 
worsens.     Plans  and  specifications  were  prepared 
for  the  installation  of  a  new  municipal  water  supply 
well  at  this  site.     Financing  for  the  construction 
was  never  obtained,  and  the  plan  has  not  been  im- 
plemented . 
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.1.5.  Other  Environmental  Conditions 

Average  annual  precipitation  amounts  to  greater 
than  45  inches  in  Southampton    and  snow  generally 
covers  the  ground  from  late  December  to  mid-April. 
There  are  two   (2)   surface  water  impoundments  within 
the  Town  boundaries;   the  larger  is  the  Tighe-Carmody 
Reservoir  that  provides  water  to  the  City  of  Holyoke 
and  is  located  on  the  Manhan  River  near  the  western 
town  boundary.     Another  reservoir   ("White")  is 
located  in  the  northwest  section  of  Town,  on  the 
Manhan  River  upstream  from  the  Tighe-Carmody  site. 
Both  reservoirs  are  several  hundred  feet  higher  in 
elevation  than  Southampton's  residential  areas  and 
each  is  separated  therefrom  by  ranges  of  hills. 
This  situation  precludes  any  possible  contamination 
of  the  impoundments  by  the  Town's  wastewaters. 

Any  municipal  sewer  system  within  the  center  of  Town 
that  will  employ  a  point-source  discharge  method  will 
be  limited  by  the  low  seasonal  flows  of  the  Manhan 
River.     There  are  no  regulated  flows  maintained  at 
the  Tighe-Carmody  Reservoir  site  from  which  this 
section  of  the  River  emanates;  both  the  LPVRPC  and 
the  MA-DWPC    have  concluded  that  there  is  a  severely 
limited  assimilative  capability  demonstrated  by  this 
segment  of  the  Siver. 
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There  is  no  permanent  river  flow  gauging  station 
located  on  the  Manhan  River  in  Southampton. 
However,  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  did 
record  flow  data  there  in  1971  &  1972.     This  data 
was  published  in  "Water  Resources  Data  for 
Massachusetts,  Rhode  Island,  Vermont  and  New  Hamp- 
shire  (1972)".     These  measurements  were  performed 
at  the  Loudville  Road  Bridge  where  the  Manhan  passes 
into  Easthampton  from  Southampton.     This  point  is 
downstream  from  the  confluence  of  the  North  Branch 
with  the  main  watercourse  and,  therefore,  shows 
even  higher  flow  rates  than  would  be  experienced 
at  any  potential  municipal  discharge  location  in 
Southampton's  Town  Center.     The  recorded  flows  are 

10-7-71  18  Cubic  Fe(=t  n^r  Second  (CFS) 

4-11-72  154  CFS 

9-14-72  25  CFS 

9-29-72  18  CFS 

There  are  no  known  special  environmental  factors 
such  as  wetlands,   flood  plains,   unique  plant  or 
animal  communities,  wildlife  habitats,  archeological 
features,  air  quality  factors,  or  other  factors  that 
would  be  significantly  affected  by  the  waste  treat- 
ment alternatives  addressed  herein. 
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Existing  Treatment  Systems  and  Wastewater  Flows 
As  mentioned  in  Section  2.1,   the  Town  of  Southampton 
presently  relies  solely  on  individual,  privately  owned, 
subsurface  disposal  systems.     Two  areas  of  Town  have 
been  recognized  as  priority  problem  areas  due  to  the 
general  substandard  performance  of  these  systems.  These 
two  areas  were  shown  on  the  map  in  Figure  III,  herein- 
before, and  were  identified  as  areas  of  primary  concern 
for  this  study  by  local  Board  of  Health  records  and  by 
the  2  08  Areawide  Wastewater  Treatment  Management  Program. 

Although  these  two  problem  areas  have  been  previously 
identified  and  do,  in  fact,  demonstrate  the  need  for 
detailed  investigation  during  the  course  of  this  study, 
it  was  still  considered  necessary  to  research  the 
conditions  in  all  areas  of  Southampton  to  determine  if 
other  neighborhoods  warranted  such  thorough  examination. 

One  of  the  first  procedures  used  was  to  analyze  the 
existing  conditions  for  subsurface  disposal  of  v/astewater 
effluent  by  reviewing  all  percolation  tests  done  by  this 
firm  in  the  Town  between  1971  and  the  time  of  the  analysis. 
This  investigation  considered  the  degree  of  success,  the 
chronology,  the  general  subsurface  conditions  encountered, 
and  the  number  of  tests  at  each  site    (please  refer  to 
Appendix  A-4 ,   "Percolation  Test  Data").     These  percolation 
tests  were  analyzed  in  groupings  which  served  to  divide 
the  Town  into  specific  areas  where  predictions  could  be 
made  for  certain  geographic  conditions.     This  test  data, 
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coupled  with  the  empirical  geological  data  from  a 
1974  study  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  (see 
Appendix  A-1 ,   2  &  3),  was  the  basis  for  the  following 
generalized  assessment  of  potential  for  the  various  areas 
of  Town  to  provide  satisfactory  subsurface  disposal  for 
sewage . 

A.  The  western  portion  of  Town,  addressing  those 
areas  not  included  in  the  Holyoke  watershed,  is 
sparsely  populated  and  is  generally  unsatisfactory 
to  support  subsurface  disposal. 

B.  The  eastern  portion  of  Town  which  contains  the 
majority  of  the  population  is  generally  more 
satisfactory  to  support  subsurface  disposal  except 
for  some  localized  areas.     Some  of  those  subareas 
appear  to  be: 

1.  The  Town  Center  bordered  by  High  Street,  East 
Street,  Penn  Central  Railroad,   and  Fomer  Road: 
unsatisfactory  to  marginal. 

2.  The  area  along  both  sides  of  Pomeroy 
Meadow  Road  and  College  Highv/ay  from  Pomeroy 
Meadow  Road  to  Gunn  Road:  satisfactory . 
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3.  An  area  encompassed  by  County  Road  South, 

the  Town  boundary  and  the  electric  transmission 
line  classified  as  satisfactory;  with  the 
exception  of  the  Pequot  Pond  area  where  lot 
size  reduces  the  classification  to  unsatisfactory . 

4.  The  Wolcott  Road  area  off  of  Pomeroy  Meadow 
Road:  unsatisfactory  to  marginal. 

5.  The  East  Street  area  from  the  railroad  tracks 
to  Pleasant  Street,   including  the  adjacent 
portions  of  Pleasant  Street:  unsatisfactory  to 
marginal ,  but  sparsely  populated  and  with 
satisfactory  lot  sizes. 

6.  The  area  surrounding  the  intersection  of  Valley 
Road  and  College  Highway:  unsatisfactory  to 
marginal . 

The  general  reasons  for  these  unsatisfactory  subareas 
are  rock  out  crop,   "tight"   soils  consisting  of  clays  and 
hardpan,  and  high  ground  water  tables. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  areas  classified  are 
generally  those  of  concentrated  population.       in  these 
more  densely  populated  areas,   septic  tank-percolation 
system  failures  would  create  a  health  hazard,   foul  odors, 
and  a  general  nuisance. 
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The  remainder  of  the  Town,  those  areas  outside  the 
above-described  population  centers,   are  classified  as 
marginal  to  satisfactory  v;ith  occasional  areas  that  would 
support  subsurface  disposal  with  difficulty.  These 
outlying  areas  demonstrate  a  high  frequency  of  ledge,  and 
general  impermeability  caused  by  a  predominance  of  glacial 
till  with  very  "tight"  characteristics  consisting  of  a 
mixture  of  clay,  silt,  sand, gravel,  and  boulders.     Two  othe 
characteristics  found  in  some  of  these  areas  are  wet 
ground  caused  by  high  ground  water    and  severe  slopes. 
All  of  these  factors  are  limitations  on  the  use  of 
subsurface  sewage  disposal. 

It  is  generally  accepted  that  in  low  density  areas, 
such  as  these  outlying  areas,   the  continued  use  of 
individual  subsurface  disposal  systems  provides  the  most 
feasible  and  cost  effective  solution  to  disposal,  even 
though    negative  soil  characteristics  may  indicate 
otherwise.     Perroit  applications  for  future  subsurface 
disposal  systems    (both  new  and  replacement)  will 
require  careful  review  in  all  instances  because  of  the 
generally  marginal  soil  conditions.     Enforcement  of 
Title  V  of  the  State  Environmental  Code  through  the  local 
Board  of  Health,  along  with  the  retention  of  the  existing 
local  rules  and  regulations,  should  provide  the  necessary 
control  and  proper  constraints.     In  the  future,   it  may  be 
necessary  to  adopt  additional  requirements,   locally,  in 
order  to  insure  adequate  subsurface  disposal  installations. 
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To  support  our  findings  concerning     the  two  priority  study 
areas  of  population  concentration  within  the  Town,  additional 
data  was  obtained  through  a  wastewater  questionnaire  user 
survey.     This  survey  was  sent  at  random  to  residences  in  the 
Town  "Center"  and  Pequot  Pond  areas.     The  results  of  this 
questionnaire  are  as  follows: 

TABLE  2 
"SUMMARY  OF  USER  SURVEY" 

TOWN  CENTER 

1.  Average  number  of  persons  per  household  =  3.0, 

2.  All  homes  provided  with  municipal  water. 

3.  All  homes  replying  state  that  they  rely  on  septic 
tanks  with  leachfields  or  drywells;   14%  did  not 
answer . 

4.  Approximately  6  0%  maintained  on  regular 

schedule  and  have  the  systems  cleaned  periodically. 

5.  Approximately  8  0%  of  those  responding  indicate  that 
they  have  had  no  problems  with  the  system.     Ten  (10) 
percent  experienced  problems  in  the  spring  months. 

6.  Average  age  of  disposal  systems  was  16  years  with 
approximately  3  0%  greater  than  20  years  old  and 
10%  in  excess  of  40  years. 
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TABLE  2. 


Continued 

PEQUOT  POND 

1.  Average  number  of  persons  per  household  =  2.5. 

2.  All  rely  on  private  wells  for  potable  water. 

3.  All  rely  on  septic  tanks  with  leach  fields  or  drywells 

4.  Average  interval  for  having  systems  cleaned  was 
approximately  three    (3)  years. 

5.  Approximately  90%  indicated  no  problems  with  the 
disposal  systems. 

6.  The  average  age  was  14  years  and  some  were  reported 
to  be  as  old  as  45  years. 

Several  concerns  were  raised.     Since  the  Pequot  Pond  area  has 
already  witnessed  a  condemnation  of  an  existing  dwelling 
unit  due  to  the  inability  of  the  small  lot  to  accept  a 
disposal  system  designed  in  compliance  with  the  dimensional 
requirements  of  Title  V  of  the  State  Environmental  Code, 
it  is  unlikely  that  a  household  experiencing  problems  with 
its  system  would  accurately  report  the  situation  when 
answering  this  questionnaire.     Many  of  these  seasonal 
cottages  have  been  converted  to  permanent  dwellings  without 
upsizing  the  septic  systems  and  the  increased  wastewater 
volumes  resulting  from  this  trend  may  be  adding  to  the 
already  accelerated  eutrophic  state  of  the  Pond. 
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Similar  conditions  prevail  within  the  Town  Center 
where  systems  are  outdated  and  lot  sizes  are  gen- 
erally too  small  to  construct  adequately  designed 
on-lot  subsurface  disposal  systems  that  meet  current 
regulations.     The  local  citizenry  are  aware  of  this 
situation  and  were  reticent  on  the  subject  when 
answering  the  questionaire. 

Wastewater  flows  must  be  determined  before  any 
evaluation  or  analysis  can  be  made  of  a  particular 
sewage  disposal  system.     The  most  accurate  and 
most  desirable  method  of  doing  this  is  to  determine 
"per  capita"  sewage  contributions  based  on  potable 
water  consumption  data  for  the  subject  area 
being  studied.     While  Southampton  is  presently 
undertaking  a  program  of  metering  each  individual 
service  included  in  the  existing  public  water 
system,  this  installation  program  is  not  complete 
and  meter  reading  has  not  yet  been  instituted. 
Therefore,  the  "per  dwelling"   unit  potable  water 
consumption  data  needed  for  this  phase  of  the  study 
is  based  on  federally  mandated  limits,  detailed 
in  Appendix  A  of  40  CFR  35.     This  data  was  then 
integrated  with  the  average  occupancy  data  obtained 
from  the  user  survey  to  produce  the  present  and 
future  residential  water  consumption  rates  given 
in  Table  3.     These  figures  are  considerably  less 
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TABLE  3 

WATER  CONSUMPTION  RATES  -  TOWN  CENTER 


Present  Future 

Per  Approx. 

Present^ ^  ^      Future^  Capita^/ 4  Per  Capi 

Average  Day  330  210  110  70^ 

Maximum  Day  1,110  525  370  175 

Peak  Hour  1,700  840  570  280 


1  -  Gallons  per  dwelling  unit  per  day. 

2  -  Anticipated  with  water  meter  program,  conservation  program. 

3  -  Gallons  per  day. 

4  -  Per  "Southampton  Water  System  Master  Plan",  Tighe  &  Bond,  1975 

5  -  Per  EPA  regulations,  Appendix  A,   40  CFR  35. 
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than  those  developed  in  the  Southampton  Water  System 
Master  Plan  prepared  in  19  75  by  Tighe  &  Bond,  Con- 
sulting Engineers. 

Based  on  the  above  information  combined  with  "Title  V" 
of  the  State  Environmental  Code,   Regulation  2.13,  "Volume 
of  Sanitary  Sewage",  Table  4  has  been  developed  to  estimate 
the  unit  wastewater  volumes  in  Southampton  which  are 
used  in  the  course  of  this  study. 


TABLE  4 . 
SEWAGE  FLOW  ESTIMATES 

Wastewater  Flow  in  Gallons 
Type  of  Establishment  Per  Person  Per  Day 

Single  and  Multiple  Dwelling  Units  (each)  70 

School,  without  cafeteria,  gym  or  showers  10 

School,  with  cafeteria,  gym  and  showers  2  0 

Public  Park   (toilet  waste  only)  5 

Church,  Meeting  Hall,  Etc.  3 

Industrial  Buildings    (toilet  waste  only)  15 

Public  Buildings    (per  employee)  15 

Restaurant   (rated  capacity)  10 

Camp  2  0 

Service  Station   (per   island)  300 

Dry  Goods  Store   (per  100  S.F.)  5 

Office  Building   (per  1,  000  S.F.  )  75 

Snack  Bar    (per  seat)  10 
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Wastewater  compositions  and  concentrations 
occurring  in  Southampton  are  of  a  relatively  simple 
nature.     There  is  little  industry  within  the  Town/ 
none  that  would  contribute  shock  loadings  to  a 
municipal  system.     The  largest  industrial  establishment 
in  Town,  American  Buildings  Company,   is  a  warehouse 
facility  with  no  process  water  use  or  industrial  discharge 
There  is  also  very  little  commercial  development;  none 
of  which  would  be  considered  a  heavy  wasteload  contrib- 
utor.    Therefore,  the  wastewater  that  would  prevail 
in  any  public  sewerage  system  would  be  predominantly 
domestic.     For  purposes  of  this  report,  we  have  selected 
empirical  waste  strength  loadings  in  accordance  with 
the  New  England  Interstate  Water  Pollution  Control 
Commission  Publication  "Guides  for  the  Design  of 
Wastewater  Treatment  Works"    (TR-16),   Section  4.242 
in  establishing  the  organic  loading  criteria  shown  in 
Table  5  following. 
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TABLE  5 
ORGANIC  LOADING  CRITERIA 


5-day  Biochemical  Oxygen  Demand  (BOD^)  0.2  0  pounds  per  person  per  day 
Total  Suspended  Solids   (TSS)  0,25  pounds  per  person  per  day 

These  values  are  applicable  to  communities  such  as  Southampton  which 
do  not  exhibit  industrial  or  unusual  commercial  wastes. 

On  the  basis  of  the  flow  rates  determined  in  Tables  3  and  4,  wastewater 
strength  is  thereby  estimated  to  be: 

5-Day  Biochemical  Oxygen  Demand  BOD^:   0 . 2 0#/p/d  X  1,000,000        =340  mg/1 

70g/p/d  8.34t/gal. 


Total  Suspended  Solids    (TSS)  0 . 2 5#/p/d  X  1,000,000         =430  mg/1 

70  g/p/d  8.34#/gal. 

Total  wastewater  flows  and  loadings  are  calculated  in  accordance  with 
these  concentrations  and  are  included  in  the  discussions  of  each  proposed 
treatment  option  in  Section  6.4  of  this  report,  and  are  tabulated  in  Table 
7  of  Section  5.3. 
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4 . 3  Infiltration  and  Inflow 

According  to  Environmental  Protection  Agency    (EPA)  Grant 
Regulation  40  CFR  35.927-1,  all  applicants  for  grant  assistance 
awarded  after  July  1,  1973     must  demonstrate  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Regional  Administrator  that  each  sewer  system 
discharging  into  the  treatment  works  project  for  which 
grant  application  is  made     is  not  or  will  not  be  sub- 
ject to  excessive  inf iltration/ inflow .     Since  no  sewer 
system  presently  exists  and  any  collection  system  proposed 
and/or  constructed  would  be  subject  to  present-day  specifi- 
cations of  materials  and  workmanship,  no  excessive  infil- 
tration/inflow is  anticipated.     Therefore,  State  Certifi- 
cation should  be  automatic  prior  to  the  award  of  a  Step  2 
grant. 

4 . 4  Performance  of  Existing  System 
This  evaluation  compares  the  existing  performance  levels 
with  the  optimum  performance  obtainable  with  respect  to 
the  effluent  quality  and  treatment  capacity  of  the  existing 
facilities. 

The  Town  is  served  entirely  by  individual  subsurface 
on-site  disposal  systems.     These  systems  are  the  subject 
of  detailed  discussion  in  Sections  4.2   "Existing  Treatment 
Systems  and  Wastewater  Flows"  and  5.4  "Future  Environment 
of  the  Planning  Area  Without  the  Project". 
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These  discussions  demonstrate  that  many  of  the  systems  are 
obsolete , undersized ,  on  substandard  lots,  of  substandard 
design  or  construction,  and/or  in  non-compatible  soils. 
These  inadequate  systems  are  generally  found  in  two  areas  of 
Town:  Town  Center  and  Pequot  Pond. 

The  quality  of  system  operation  and  control  and  the  caliber 
of  operating  personnel  are  certainly  of  a  lay  or  non-pro- 
fessional nature  since  private  individual  systems  are  involved. 
We  can  assume,  however,   that  the  homeowner  is  caring  for  his 
system  to  the  greatest  extent  reasonably  expectable,  as  he 
has  a  practical  personal  concern  that  the  system  be  functional 
at  all  times  and  also  that  it  not  become  a  source  of  public 
nuisance  that  might  lead  to  expensive  replacement  at  best, 
or  condemnation  of  his  home  at  worst. 

The  Town  Board  of  Health  has  demonstrated  proper  concern 
and  competence  in  their  application  of  various  codes  and 
regulations  for  which  they  are  responsible,  thus  improvement 
of  an  administrative  nature  cannot  be  expected  to  better 
system  performance  to  any  significant  degree. 

This  study  concludes  that  the  performance  of  the  existing 
systems  in  the  "Center"  and  "Ponds"  could  only  be  increased 
marginally  without  extensive  system  modifications  and  that 
they  are  currently  functioning  at  or  near  the  optimum  levels 
obtainable  given  the  nature  of  the  existing  systems. 
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5 .      FUTURE  SITUATION     IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA. 
(pages  42,   43  and  44  are  reserved) 
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5.      FUTURE  SITUATION 

Future  conditions  projected  for  the  planning  area  are 
addressed  in  this  Section  of  the  Facility  Plan  as  they 
relate  to  and  influence  forecasted  flows  and  waste  loads. 
The  planning  period  upon  which  the  preliminary  designs  are 
based  considers  a  span  of  20  years  beyond  the  anticipated 
initiation  of  operation  of  the  proposed  treatment  systems. 

5 . 1     Land  Use 

The  residential/agricultural  land  use  pattern  in  Southampton 
is  expected  to  continue  unchanged  for  the  foreseeable  future. 
Commercial  and  industrial  growth  will  likely  occur  only  on 
a  limited  scale.     No  uses  of  this  sort  are  anticipated 
which  would  generate  any  substantial  volumes  or  concentrations 
of  waste.     The  limited  availability  of  building  lots  along 
the  majority  of  the  proposed  sewerage  system  routes  would 
tend  to  negate  any  major  effects  that  a  municipal  sewerage 
system  might  have  on    future  residential  development.  Any 
growth  in  areas  along  the  proposed  sewers  should  be  consistent 
with  the  Town's  Zoning  By-Laws  and  the  projections  presented 
in  Town  Water  and  Zoning  master  plans. 
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5  .  7.     Demographic  and  Economic  Projections 

Population  projections  were  developed  by  the  Lower 
Pioneer  Valley  Regional  Planning  Commission  (LPVRPC) 
as  part  of  the  requirements  for  a  HUD  701  Land  Use 
Study,  and  were  adopted  by  that  Agency's  20  8  Areawide 
Wastewater  Treatment  Management  Plan   (Refer  to  Table  6, 
herein) . 

The  population  growth  of  Southampton  has  been  slow  over  the 
years  until  1950,  but  has  increased  markedly  and  steadily 
since  that  time.     Between  the  years  of  1950  and  1960, 
population  increased  by  58%,  while  an  increase  in  population 
of  40%  occurred  from  1960  to  1970.     A  State  Census,  taken 
in  1975,   showed  a  population  of  3,7  70.     Steady  population 
increases  are  expected  to  continue  in  the  future,  as 
development  patterns  along  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  and  College 
Highway  continue  at  the  present  rate.     A  direct  cause  of 
this  growth  can  be  attributed  to  the  construction    of  the 
Massachusetts  Turnpike  and  Interstate  Route  91;  since 
access  to  these  transportation  corridors  lessens  commuting 
time  causing  in-migration  to  occur.     Table  No.   6.,  following 
presents  past  populaiiion  data  and  projections;    "Figure  VI" 
presents  this  data  in  graphic  form. 
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TABLE  6. 


POPULATION  DATA  AND  PROJECTIONS* 
Southampton,  Massachusetts 

Year  Population  Households 

1930    (U.S.  Census)  931 

1940  950 

1950             "  1,387 

1960             "  2,192 

1970             "  3,069  868 

1975      (State  Census)  3,770 

1980     (Projected)  4,410  1,400 

1990  5  ,440  1  ,  844 

2000               "  6,110  2,144 


*  Population  Projections  Developed  by  Lower  Pioneer 
Valley  Regional  Planning  Commission  and  adopted  by 
2  08  Areawide  Wastewater  Treatment  Management  Plan. 
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FIGURE  VI 
POPULATION  PROJECTIONS 
SOUTHAMPTON,  iMASSACHUSETTS 
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Note:    Population  projection  data  per  LPVRPC  20  8  Areawide 
Wastewater  Treatment  Management  Plan,  per  Table  6. 
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5 . 3     Forecast  of  Flow  and  Waste  Loads 

The  anticipated  present  and  future  flows  and  waste  loads, 
calculated  for  each  solution  considered  in  depth  are 
included  in  the  discussions  of  each  individual  Option, 
Section  6.4,  herein.     Average  per  person  values  for  5-day 
Biochemical  Oxygen  Demand   (BOD^)   and  Total  Suspended  Solids 
(TSS)   utilized  in  these  calculations  are  in  accordance  with 
TR-16,   Section  4.242  and  were  discussed  in  Section  4.2, 
hereinbefore . 

These  projections  include  consideration  of  the  following 
factors  previously  discussed  herein: 

a.  Projections  of  economic  and  population  growth; 
Sections  4.1.3,  and  5.2. 

b.  Infiltration  and  inflow; 
Section  4.3. 

c.  Analysis  of  pollutant  content  and  flows  in 
the  existing  systems; 

Sections  4.2  and  4.4. 

d.  Industrial  sources; 
Sections  4.1.3,   4.2  and  5.1. 

e.  Projected  flow  reduction   (water  meter 
installation  program) ; 

Section  4.2. 
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There  are  presently  no  industrial  discharges;    and  no 
commercial  or  industrial  development 

which  would  contribute  significant  volumes  of  wastewater 
is  anticipated.     The  parcel  of  industrially-zoned  land 
adjacent  to  the  Town  Center  is  currently  vacant,  except  for 
the  "American  Building  Company"  which  has  no  process  water 
use,     A  slow  growth  in  occupancy  of  the  remainder  of  that 
land  in  the  future  is  anticipated  due  to  low  demand  for  this 
type  of  land-use  in  the  Southampton  vicinity.     In  any  case, 
no  "wet"  industries  are  anticipated  in  the  future  of  this 
parcel . 

Phasing  of  recommended  construction  programs  does  not 
appear  to  offer  any  significant  benefit,  due  to  both  the 
modest  scale  of  the  proposed  systems  and  to  the  fact 
that  any  portion  of  either  priority  area  left  uncorrected 
initially  would  continue  to  pollute  the  adjacent  surface 
water . 

Pequot  Pond  exhibits  public  health  hazards  and  accelerated 
eutrophication ,  while  the  Manhan  River  is  a  "Class  B"  water 
segment  of  low  assimilative  capacity.     Therefore,   a  delay  in 
any  portion  of  the  program  implementation  would  allow 
further  environmental  degradation. 
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5 . 4     Future  Environment  of  Planning  Area 
Without  Project 

Public  health  and  odor  problems  will  continue  to  occur 
in  the  planning  area  if  the  "no  project"  alternative  is 
chosen . 

The  currently  recognized  eutrophic  condition  of  Pequot  Pond 
(Sections  2.1  &  4.1.4  herein),  will  continue  to  accelerate. 
The  converted  summer  homes,  densely  clustered  at  the  Pond's 
edge,  will  likely     suffer  contamination  of  the  individual 
on-site  water  supplies  as  the  outdated  and  undersized 
existing  on-lot  septic  systems  continue  to  be  overloaded, 
with  the  occasional  condemnation  of  dwellings  as  a  distinct 
consequence . 

The  Town  Center  on-lot  systems  will  continue  to  threaten 
the  Manhan  River,  a  high  quality  stream  of  lov;  assimilative 
capacity,  which  passes  adjacent  to  the  Town's  groundwater 
supply.     As  these  closely  grouped,   generally  substandard 
and  outmoded  systems  age,   it  is  logical  to  foresee  both 
pollutional  problems  at  this  municipal  water  source  and 
the  initiation  of  dwelling  condemnation  proceedings  in 
the  Town  Center  area  due  to  failing  and  uncorrectable  on- 
site  systems. 

The  two  surface  water  impoundments  in  Southampton  which 
provide  water  to  the  City  of  Holydke  would  not  be  affected 
by  a  "no  project"  option,  due  to  geographic  and  hydrologic 

separation  from  the  problem  sources,   as  described  in  Section 

4.1.5,  hereinbefore. 
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6 .  ALTERNATIVES 
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6 .  ALTERNATIVES 

6 . 1     Baseline:     Optimum  Operation  of  Existing  Facilities 

The  existing  waste  water  disposal  facilities  in  Southampton 
consist  entirely  of  individual  on-lot  subsurface  disposal 
systems.     As  previously  discussed  herein   (Section  4),  many 
of  these  systems  were  not  constructed  in  accordance  with 
modern  standards  and/or  were  never  intended  for  the  current 
year-round  usage. 

Information  resultant  from  the  user  survey   (Section  4.2, 
hereinbefore) ,  demonstrates  an  existing  frequency  of  routine 
system  maintenance  that  can  be  considered  normal  in  a 
residential  community.     It  would  be  reasonable  to  expect 
that  significant  long-term  gains  in  town-wide  system 
efficiency  would  ensue  following  either  a  user  education 
program  or  a  maintenance  enforcement  program..  However, 
since  physical,  rather  than  operational,  characteristics 
of  the  system  are  the  root  of  the  problems,   it  can  therefore 
be  concluded  that  the  present  situation  closely  represents 
the  optimum  level  of  operation  efficiency  that  can  be  attained 
by  the  existing  facilities. 
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6 . 2     Regional  Solutions 

The  Town  of  Southampton  is  located  between  the  Town  of 
Easthampton  to  the  north,  and  the  City  of  Westfield  to  the 
south.     Each  of  these  two  adjacent  communities  presently  has 
available,  or  is  involved  in  the  planning  of  major  intercep- 
tor sewers  terminating  near  the  Southampton  town  boundary 
and  sized  during  design  with  reserve  capacity  to  transport 
wastewater  from  areas  in  Southampton  to  each  respective 
miinicipal     Waste  Water  Treatment  Facility  (W.W.T.F.). 
Correspondence  with  each  of  these  communities    (Westfield  and 
Easthampton)   confirms  their    willingness  to  enter  into  nego- 
tiations with  Southampton  regarding  joint  regional  solutions. 

The  Southampton  Town  Center  area  is  approximately  2  0,000 
feet    (4  miles) from  the  existing  Hannum  Brook  Interceptor 
terminus  near  the  intersection  of  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  and 
Loudville  Road  in  Easthampton.     The  Pequot  Pond  area  lies 
approximately  10,000  feet   (2  miles)    from  the  end  point  of 
the  Arm  Brook  Interceptor  in  Westfield   (presently  under 
construction) . 

The  regional  concept  is  discussed  generally  in  the  following 
two  subsections   and  is  analyzed  further  in  Section  6.4. 
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6.2.1.     Town  Center  -  Regional  Solutions 

Options  "A-1"  and  "A-5",  diagrainined  and  evaluated  in  Section 
6.4  hereinafter,  would  serve  portions  of  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road, 
College  Highway   (Route  10),  Gunn  Road,  and  Mountain  View  Circle 
along  with  the  Town  Center.  These  solutions  would  provide 
service  to  the  residential  concentration  north  of  the  Town 
Center  including  the  Norris  Middle  School,   several  large 
multi-unit  residential  buildings,  a  few  small  commercial 
structures,  and  a  significant  number  of  homes.     A  substantial 
length  of  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road    (approximately  2  miles), zoned 
for  residential  development,  would  also  be  served  by  gravity 
sewerage  as  the  wastewater  is  transported  to  the  Easthampton 
interceptor  terminus. 
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No  unforeseen  growth  would  result  from  either  of  these 
installations,   as  Town  planning  policies  and  existing  zoning 
by-laws  provide  for  the  continued  residential  development  of 
the  remaining  land  in  these  areas. 

6.2.2.       Pequot  Pond  Area  -  Regional  Solution 

Pequot  Pond  is  a  single  geographical     locality,  divided 
politically  by  the  Southampton/Westf ield    boundary,  with 
approximately  40%  of  the  Pond's  surface  area  lying  in  South- 
ampton.    Since  the  local  pollutional  problems,  described 
previously,   are  common  to  the  area  homes  in  both  jurisdictions 
and  since  the  Arm  Brook  Interceptor  is  designed  to  accommodate 
the  waste  loads  of  the  entire  Pequot  Pond  District,   a  joint 
Southampton/Westf ield  solution  on  a  regional  basis  is  indicat- 
ed.    This  solution  is  diagrammed  and  evaluated  from  Southamp- 
ton's standpoint  in  Section  6.4  as  Options   "B-1"  and  "B-2". 
These  Options  form  the  basis  for  such  an  overall  solution  to 
inter-municipal  sewage  disposal;  Westfield  would  only  have  to 
establish  local  collection  systems  which  connect  into  the 
proposed  project. 

The  land  use  pattern  in     Southampton  and  Westfield  would  not 
be  significantly  altered  by  this  extension  of  the  interceptor. 
The  land  influenced  in  Southampton  is  a  relatively  small  area 
and  is  currently  zoned  "R-V"    (Residential  Village;  30,000 
square  foot  minimum  lot  area) ,   the  densest  residential 
usage  allowable  under  Town  Zoning  Ordinances. 
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This   "R-V"  designation  demonstrates  a  planning  intent  which 
is  compatible  with  interceptor  extension.     The  area  in 
Westfield  along  this  sewerage  extension  is  a  combination  of 
existing  residential  uses,   and  existing  and  proposed  business 
uses.     The  adjacent  industrially-zoned  land  will  be  served  by 
the  Arm  Brook  Interceptor. 

6 . 3     Alternative  Wastewater  Treatment  Systems 

The  Best  Practicable  Waste  Treatment  Technology  (BPWTT) 
management  techniques  considered  herein  will  be  addressed 
in  this  Section  and  include: 

1.  Biological  treatment 

with  discharge  to  receiving  waters. 

2.  Treatment  and  reuse. 

3.  Land  application. 

4.  Subsurface  treatment  and  disposal. 

Consideration  was  also  given  to  a  "no  action"  plan  which 
would  do  nothing  to  alleviate  the  current  problems.  Pequot 
Pond  would  continue  to  eutrophy  and  perhaps  lose  its  recrea- 
tional status  permanently,  while  individual  wells  in  that 
area  would  become  unusable  due  to  unrenovated  septic  effluent 
infiltration  into  the  ground  water.     More  homes  would  have 
to  be  condemned,   due  to  failing  individual  subsurface  disposal 
systems  on  lots  too  small  to  construct  new  systems  in  compliance 
with  modern  regulations.     The  Town  Center  would  suffer 
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an  increase  in  the  existing  public  health  and  odor  problems 
and,   here  too,  homes  with  failing  systems  on  substandard  lots 
would  have  to  be  condemned.     The  fecal  coliform  counts  in  the 
adjacent  Manhan  River,  a  stream  of  recognized  low  assimilative 
capacity,   could  continue  to  rise  to  a  point  at  which  regulatory 
agencies  would  insist  that  the  problems  be  identified  and 
remedied . 

Best  Practicable  Waste  Treatment  Technology  (BPWTT) 

1 .     Treatment  and  Discharge  to  Receiving  Waters 

This  technique  is  applicable  to  the  Town  Center  only  and 
is  discussed  further  in  Sections  6.4.0  and  6.4.2,  Option  A-2 . 
The  discharge  of  treated  wastewater  into  lakes  or  ponds  is  not 
practiced  in  Massachusetts.     Therefore,   this  is  not  a  feasible 
solution  for  the  Pequot  Pond  Study  Area. 

2 .     Treatment  and  Reuse 

Treatment  and  reuse  was  considered,   but  eliminated  as  a 
practical  solution  due     to  the  high  relative  cost  of  treatment 
and  distribution,   particularly  in  this  area  which  exhibits  no 
shortage  of  available  water  supply  and  receives  an  annual 
average  precipitation  of  45  inches. 


ALMER  HUNTLEY,  JR.,  y  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 

SURVEYORS    -    ENGINEERS    -  PLANNERS 


3 .  Land  Application 

Land  application  facilities  would  require  holding  lagoons 
capable  of  retaining  several  months  of  flow  during  the  winter 
Land  requirements  for  this  alternative  would  be  considered 
excessive  to  serve  either  of  these  small  population  centers. 
It  would  be  difficult,  due  to  topographical  restraints,  to 
choose  a  lagoon  site  near  the  Pond  or  the  Town  Center  which 
would  not  be  objectionably  close  to  the  residential  neighbor- 
hoods.    There  are  no  large  areas  of  non  food  chain  acreage 
conveniently  near  either  location. 

4 .  Subsurface  Treatment  and  Disposal 

This  treatment  method  is  considered  for  both  the  Town  Center 
area  and  the  Pequot  Pond  area  in  Section  6.4.       For  several 
subsurface  options  the  flows  to  such  facility ( ies )  would 
be  in  excess  of  15,000  GPD  and  would,   in  accordance  with 
State  and  Federal  policies,   require  treatment  works  commens- 
urate with  the  protection  of  gradient  groundwater  usage  prior 
to  the  subsurface  disposal.     A  comprehensive  investigation  of 
subsurface  site  conditions,  including  geo-hydrological  pilot 
testing  and  monitoring,   is  also  required  during  the  final  sit 
selection  process  for  an  over  15,000  GPD  flow  with  subsurface 
disposal . 
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6  .  4         Evaluation  of  Options 
6.4.0.   Introductory  Discussion 

The  most  feasible  Options  for  the  two  problem 
areas  have  been  selected  from  both  regional  and 
alternative  methods.     Each  Option  is  presented 
in  this  Section  together  with  individual  discussions 
pertaining  to  the  required  facilities,  their 
locations,   environmental  effects,   and  cost  effec- 
tiveness . 

It  has  been  substantiated,   hereinbefore,   that  the 
outlying  portions  of  the  Town  can  continue  to  relv 
on  individual  subsurface  disposal  systems. 
These  outlying  sections  generally  exhibit 
scattered  population,   residing  on  relatively  large 
sized  lots  where  successful  individual  systems  can 
be  installed.     The  Board  of  Health's  continued 
enforcement  of  "State  Environmental  Code  -  Title  V" 
regulations,  along  with  attendant  local  rules  and 
regulations,  should  provide  the  necessary  control 
and  proper  constraints  to  assure  the  adequacy  of 
future  installation  or  repair  applications  in  these 
outlying  areas. 
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Irreconcilable  problems  with  existing  "on-lot" 
septic  systems  have  historically  been  concentrated 
in  the  two  priority  study  areas. 

The  following  Options  present  solutions  to  specific 
problems  facing  these  two  priority  areas  of 
population  concentration  as  defined  in  Sections  2.2 
and  4.2  of  this  report,  the  Town  Center  area  and 
the  Pequot  Pond  area. 

Each  Option  is  presented  in  a  format  intended  to 
simplify  comparison  and  evaluation  of  the  various 
schemes ,  i.e.: 


-  A  Map  showing  the  specific  area(s)  of  service 
and  location  of  treatment  facilities  or  regional 
interceptor  connection; 

A  General  Discussion  of  the  system  with  descrip- 
tions of  the  design,   service  area,   and  particulars 
of  the  design.; 

-  A  Desian  rriteria  Table  listina  present  and  future 
contributors  with  quantitative  flow  and  waste  load 

determinations  ; 

-  A  Cost  Evaluation  Table  with  an  itemized  cost 
breakdown  indexed  to  the     March  5,   1981  "ENR 
(Enaineering  News  Record)       Construction  Cost  Index" 
for  ease  in  future  dollar  comnut  a -i- i  nn 
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-  An  Advantages     discussion  weighing  the  positive 
aspects  of  that  solution; 

-  A  Disadvantages  discussion,   specific  to  that  Option. 

A  number  of  issues  coiranon  to  more  than  one  Option  are 
examined  in  the  following  paragraphs  of  this  Intro- 
ductory Discussion,   to  avoid  repetition  in  the  sep- 
arate evaluations. 

Various  types  of  sewage  collection  and  treatment  are 
evaluated  for  each  of  the  two  priority  areas.  Differ- 
ent types  of  design  schemes    (i.e.:  pressure  vs.  _ 
gravity)   allow  somewhat  different  areas  of  service 
due  to  physical  and  design  constraints.     This  results 
in  a  varying  number  of  users  from  one  Option  to  the 
next.     The  "problem"  users  are  served  by  every 
Option,  but  in  many  schemes,  proper  design  practice 
dictates  that  service  effectively  be  provided  to 
other  users  in  the  area  due  to  their  proximity  to 
proposed  sewers.     In  all  cases,  these  additional  users 
are  those  who  are  scheduled  to  be  sewered  during  the 
design  life    of  this  project  according  to  projections 
in  both  the  Town  Water  and  Zoning  master  plans  and 
hence  do  not  exemplify  unplanned  expansion.     The  exten 
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of  service  provided  is  reflected  in  the  title  for 
each  Option   (i.e.:  Town  Center,  Town  Center  Expanded, 
or.  Greater  Town  Center)   and  is  described  in  each 
Option's  general  discussion. 

In  order  to  fairly  evaluate  the  costs  for  each  Option 
one  must  consider  the  extent  of  coverage;  therefore, 
the  concept  of  "Cost  per  Dwelling  Unit  Equivalent 
Served"  has  been  introduced  in  discussions  of  cost- 
effectiveness.     This  concept  considers  the  initial 
(  present  )   number  of  users  who  would  support  the 
proDosed  svstem. 


Another  item  in  the  cost  analysis  addresses  the 
one-time  cost  that  the  Town  of  Southampton  would  pay 
to  Easthampton  or  Westfield  to  underwrite  a  fair  shar 
of  the  construction  costs  for  the  existing  municipal 
Wastewater  Treatment  Facilities. 
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This  is  an  estimate  of  the  figure  that  would 
be  determined  in  an  agreement  reached  between 
Southampton  and  the  respective  neighboring 
municipality.     This  dollar  amount  would  represent 
Southampton's  fair    (flow  proportional)    share  of  the 
local  cost  that  was  paid  by  the  neighboring  community 
for  the  construction  of  the  existing  VIVITF .  Preliminar 
discussions  with  Easthampton  and  Westfield  have 
established  that  sufficient  capacity  is  designed  into 
their  existing  transport  and  treatment  facilities 
to  handle  the  Southampton  flows. 

The  reaional  solutions  for  the  Town  Center  area 

depict  an  interceptor  along  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road 
to  Easthampton ' s  Hannum  Brook  Interceptor.  An 

alternate  route  along  the  Manhan  River  was  considered 

during  the  preparation  of  this  report,   but  was  not 

found  to  be  advantageous  due  to  a  combination  of 
soil,  topography,  historical,   and  environmental  con- 
siderations .     The  soils  are  saturated  clays  and 
hardpan,  while  topographically,  the  ground  does  not 
rise  enouch  to  cover  a  minimal  slope  interce'^tor 
at  all  points  along  the  "flat  land"  river  route. 

Environmentally,  the  river  route  would  pass  through  lands 
preserved  by  the  Massachusetts  Wetland  Protection  Act. 
A  historic  canal,  portions  of  which  have  been  restored, 
traverses  the  area  and  would  require  special  consid- 
erations . 


ALMER  HUNTLEY,  JR.,  »  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 

SURVEYORS    -    ENGINEERS    -  PLAIMNERS 


The  regional  solutions  for  Town  Center  allow  for 
future  connections  from  the  adjacent  regions  of 
Southampton  which  were  found  to  exhibit  marginal 
subsurface  disposal  suitability.     These  areas  are 
defined  in  Sections  2.2  and  4.2,  hereinbefore. 

The  regional  solutions  for  the  Pequot  Pond  area 
have  capacity  to  accept  the  waste  water  from  the 
adjacent  neighborhood  in  Westfield,   as  is  discussed 
in  those  Options. 

Operation  and  Maintenance   (0  &  M)   equipment  and 
personnel  could  be  shared  between  the  Town  Center  and 
Pequot  Pond  project  areas,   particularly  if  similar 
modes  of  collection  or  treatment  are  chosen  for  the 
two  areas.     A  State  Certified  Operator  would  be  re- 
quired, at  least  part-time,   to  manage  the  local 
treatment  facilities  described  in  Options  A-2,  A-3, 
A-4  and  B-3.     This  person  could  be  shared  between 
the  two  project  areas  and/or  with  other  municipal 
departments . 

Subsurface  disposal  of  treated  effluent  is  consider- 
ed in     several  Options.       Such  disposal  of 
flows  in  excess  of  15,000  Gallons  per  Day  requires 
special  design  considerations  under  current  regula- 
tions,  including:   sophisticated  treatment  of  waste- 
waters   (as  opposed  to  community  septic  tanks),  a 
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licensed  Wastewater  Treatment  Facility  Operator,  a 
permit  authorizing  "discharge"  to  ground  water,  and 
a  thorough  study  of  subsurface  conditions.     An  exten- 
sive and  costly  geo-hydrological'   pilot  study  of  the 
disposal  site  is  required  prior  to  designing  such 
disposal  facilities.     An  extension  of  the  Step  I  Grant 
would  be  necessary  to  undertake  a  pilot  study  of  this 
nature  if  one  of  those  solutions  is  chosen. 
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6.4.1     Option  "A-1",   Greater  Town  Center- 
Regional  Solution 

This  Option  would  develop  a  publicly  owned  gravity 
flow  sanitary  sewer  system  to  service  the  Town  Center 
as  well  as  those  portions  of  College  Highway,  Mountain 
View  Circle,  Gunn  Road,  and  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road 
(including  the  Norris  Middle  School)   which  form  the 
residential  concentration  north  of  Town  Center. 

The  Town  Center  area     wastewater  would  be  collected 
by  gravity  to  a  lift  station  on  College  Highway  at 
Potash  Brook  which  would  pump  via  a  force  main 
to  the  proposed  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  gravity 
interceptor.     This  interceptor  would  flow  by  gravity 
along  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  to  the  Town  boundary  where  it 
would  enter  Easthampton ' s  existing  Hannum  Brook 
Interceptor  for  treatment  at  the  Easthampton  WWTF . 
Schematic  profiles  for  the  trunk  sewer  along  College 
Highway  at  Town  Center  and  for  the  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road 
interceptor  are  presented  at  the  end  of  this  Section 
in  the  Miscellaneous  Design  Data  for  Option  A-1 . 
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GREATER  TOWN  CENTER  -  REGIONAL  SOLUTION 


PART  1.     Town  Center  Collector  System 


SOURCE 


AVG.  FLOW  (GPD) 


Town  Hall 

5  persons  @  15  gal/person/day 


90 


Town  Hall  Assembly 

50  persons  <§  3  gal/person/day 


150 


Library 

7  persons  @  15  gal/person/day 


105 


4.     Fire  Station 

3  persons  §  15  gal/person/day 


45 


5.     School  (center) 

265  persons  @  10  gal/person/day 


2,650 


6.  Church 

140  persons  @     3  gal/person/day 


420 


7.  Grange 

80  persons  (§     3  gal/person/day 


240 


8.     Conant  Park 

100  persons  @  5  gal/person/day 


500 


Eighty-Three    (83)  Homes 
(83  X  3.0  =  249  persons) 
24  9  persons  @    70  gal/person/day 


17,430 


Town  Center  Portion  -  PRESENT  TOTAL 


21,630 


10.     Future  -  20  Additional  Homes 

20  X  3.0  X    70  gal/person/day 


Town  Center  Portion  -  FUTURE  TOTAL 


Peak  Flows 

1.  Peak  Flows  -  Present; 

2 .  Peak  Flows  -  Future  ; 


(3.0  X  Average) 
(3.0  X  Average) 


64,890  GPD  (45  GPM) 
77,490  GPD   (55  GPM) 


4,200 
25  ,830 


Organic  Considerations 

1.  BOD5    (Present):    .022  (§  340  mg/1 

2.  BOD5   (Future)    :     .025  §  340  mg/1 

3.  TSS     (Present):     .022  §  430  mg/1 

4.  TSS     (Future)    :     .025  (i  430  mg/1 


62  #/day 

70  #/day 

79  #/day 

90  #/day 
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TABLE  8  (continued) 
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D.     Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served   (Present)  96  D.U.E 

2.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served   (Future)  116  D.U.E 


PART  II .     Total  Option  A-1  Flows  &  Loadings 


A. 


SOURCE 


AVG.  FLOW  (GPDl 


1.  Flow  from  Town  Center   (previous  page) 

2.  Norris  Middle  School 

375  persons  @  20  gal/person/day 

3.  Red  Basket 

250  persons  ?  10  gal/person/day 

4.  Post  Office 

3  persons  @  15  gal/person/day 

5.  Service  Station 

1  island  (§  300  gal/island/day 

6.  Store  Complex   (Route  10  and  Pomeroy) : 
Restaurant  -  40  seats  @  10  gal/person/day 
1500  s.f.     Store  @  5  gal/100  sf/day 

7.  Super  Market  Complex: 

Gullivers  Restaurant  -  77  seats  0  10  gal/person/day 
Super  Market  S  Aqua  Nook  -  20,000  sf  @  5  gal/lOO/sf/day 
Bank  -  5000  sf  §  75  gal/lOOO  sf/day 

8.  County  Road  Apartments 
60  Apartments  x  3.0  x  70 

9.  Homes  on  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road 
85  Homes  x  3.0  x  70 

10.  Hampton  South  Condominiums 
24  units  x  3.0  x  70 

11.  College  Highway  Area 
40  Homes  x  3.0  x  70 


21.630 


7,500 


2,500 


45 


300 


400 
75 


770 
1,000 
375 

12,600 
17,850 
5,040 
8  ,400 


Total     Option  A-1     PRESENT  TOTAL 


78,485  GPD 


(continued) 
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SOURCES 


AVG.    FLOW  (GPD) 


12.     Future  Development: 

20  Homes  -  Center  Area 

+  32  9  Homes  -  Route  10  and  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road 
=  349  Homes  x  3.0  x  70 


73  ,290 


Total     Option  A-1     FUTURE  TOTAL 


151,775  (GPD) 


TOTAL  OPTION  A-1: 
B.  Peak  Flows 

1.  Peak  Flows  -  Present:    (3.0  x  Average)=    235,455  (  165  GPM) 

2.  Peak  Flows  -  Future   :    (3.0  x  Average)=    455,325  (  315  GPM) 


C .  Organic  Considerations 

1.  BOD5  (Present) 

2.  BOD5  (Future) 

3.  TSS  (Present) 

4.  TSS  (Future) 


078  (3  340  mg/1 

152  @  340  mg/1 

,078  @  430  mg/1 

,152  @  430  mg/1 


Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Present) 

2.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Future) 


220  #/day 

430  #/day 

280  #/day 

545  #/day 


348  D.U.E, 
538  D.U.E, 
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ADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION  "A-1" 

There  are  several  advantages  to  this  Option.  Firstly, 
it  would  provide  a  permanent  solution  to  the  waste- 
water disposal  problems  within  the  Town  "Center" 
including  the  primary  school  and  all  municipal  build- 
ings.    Secondly,   the  area  of  service  would  be  increased 
to  include  the  only  remaining  areas  of  significant 
population  density  within     this  watershed  to  include 
the  Norris  Middle  School.     This  school,  which  currently 
relies  on  subsurface  disposal    of  all  wastewater,  is 
responsible  for  food  preparation  for  the  entire  public 
school  system.     This  option  would  utilize  the  existing 
Easthampton  Wastewater  Treatment  Facility    (I'TWTF)  , 
thereby  both  eliminating  the  need  and  costs  for  such 
an  installation  in  Southampton,   and  eliminating  any 
possible  threat  to  the  integrity  of  the  College  High- 
way municipal  well  which  could  possibly  result  from 
any  local  treatment  option. 

The  force  main  would  be  sized  to  accept  flows  to  the 
pump  station  from  future  service  areas;      i.e.:  the 
area  south  of  Town  Center  and  the  Fomer  Road  area, 
or  the  Strong  Road  -  Pleasant  Street  area. 

The  12"  interceptor  beginning  at  the  intersection 
of  College  Highway  and  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  would 
provide  the  basis  for  serving  Southampton's  entire 
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central  corridor.     This  corridor  has  been 
designated  for  municipal  sewerage  and  water 
service  in  the  Town's  1990  to  2  02  0  planning 
projections.     The  areas  which  can  be  served  by 
this  interceptor  are  those  areas  where  future 
residential  zoning  currently  exists.     Soils  in  many 
of  these  developable  areas  may  prove  not  suitable 
for  on-site  disposal  systems,  again  pointing  to  the 
need  for  municipal  sewerage. 

DISADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION  "A-1" 

A  high  initial  cost  is  incurred  for  the  provision 
of  additional  service  to  areas  outside  the  Town 
"Center".     There  is  a  tendency  to  spur  development, 
with  the  construction  of  an  interceptor  sewer  in  areas 
having  marginal  soils  for  subsurface  disposal  of 
wastewater.     However,  the  immediately  affected  areas  a 
those  neighborhoods  intended  for  such  growth,  as 
reflected  by  the  existing  dense  residential  zoning. 
Other  nearby  areas  not  intended  for  dense  development 
could  be  excluded  from  connecting  to  this  interceptor. 


ALMER  HUNTLEY,  JR.,  «  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 

SURVEYORS    -    ENGINEERS    -  PLANNERS 


cr 

UJ 
UJ 

> 

< 


< 


u. 
o 


75 


I 


pa 

D 
O 

M 

CX4 


q: 
o 


is: 
O 

3 


iZ  < 
o 
oc 
a. 


< 

UJ 
X 

u 

V) 


I 

< 


en 

O 


a. 

o 


77. 


6.4.2     Option  "A-2",   Town  Center  - 
Local  Treatment  Plant 

This  Option  would  serve  only  the  Town  Center 
area,  through  development  of  gravity  street 
sewers  servicing  Maple  Street,   Center  Street, 
Clark  Street,   High  Street,   East  Street  and 
College  Highway   (Route  10).     An  interceptor 
would  pass  along  one  edge  of  Conant  Park  and 
discharge  to  a  local  Secondary  Treatment  Plant. 
Waste  sludge  by-product  from  the  facility  would 
be  trucked,   as  needed,   to  either  Westfield  or 
Easthampton  for  contractual  processing  and 
disposal.     The  plant  outfall  would  cross  under 
the  railroad  tracks  and  discharge  into  the  Manhan 
River,   a  Class  "B"  water  course. 
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LEGEND 
TOWN  WELL  SITE 
GRAVITY  COLLECTOR  SEWER 
LOCAL  TREATTIENT  PLANT 
PLA-^  OLTTFALL 


PLAN  OF  OPTION  A 

TOWN  .CENTER  AREA  WITH 
LOCAL  TREATMENT  PLANT 
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DESIGN  CRITERIA  -  OPTION   "A-2 " 


TOWN  CENTER  -  LOCAL  TREATMENT  PLANT 


A. 


2. 


SOURCE 

Town  Hall 

6  persons  @  15  gal/person/day 

Town  Hall  Assembly 

50  persons      3  gal/person/day 


AVG.   FLOW  (GPD) 


90 


150 


3.  Library 

7  persons  (§  15  gal/person/day 


105 


4.  Fire  Station 

3  persons  (3  15  gal/person/ day 

5.  School  (center) 

265  persons  @  10  gal/person/day 


45 


2,650 


5.  Church 

140  persons  §  3  gal/person/ day 


420 


Grange 

80  persons  @  3  gal/person/ day 


240 


8.  Conant  Park 

100  persons  @  5  gal/per son/day 

9.  Eighty-three   (83)  homes 
(83  X  3.0  =  249  persons) 

249  persons  (§     70  gal/person/day 


500 


17,430 


PRESENT  TOTAL  21,630 


10.     Future  -  20  Additional  Homes 

20  X  3.0  X     70  gal/person/day 


4,200 


FUTURE  TOTAL 


25,830 


Peak  Flows 

1.  Peak  Flows- Present:    (3.0  x  Average) =  64,890  GPD  (45  GPM) 

2.  Peak  Flows- Future  :    (3.0  x  Average)=  77,490  GPD  (55  GPM) 


C.  Organic  Considerations 

1.  BOD5   (Present)    0.022  @  340  mg/1  = 

2.  BOD5   (Future)     0.025  (§  340  mg/1  = 

3.  TSS     (Present)    0.022  (?  430  mg/1  = 

4.  TSS     (Future)      0.025  @  430  mg/1  = 

D.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Present) 

2.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Future) 


62  #/day 
70  #/day 
79  #/day 
90  #/day 

96  D.U.E. 
116  D.U.E. 
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ADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION  "A- 2" 

The  foremost  advantage  of  this  Option  is  the 
provision  of  a  wastewater  collection  and  treatment 
system  for  the  Center  area;   an  area  plagued  with 
marginal  and  failing  individual  subsurface  systems 
on  lots  not  physically  able  to  support  systems  in 
compliance  with  the  design  requirements  of  the 
State  Environmental  Code    (Title  V) .  Future 
development  would  be  restricted  to  those  areas 
located  adjacent  to  the  sanitary  sewers  due  to  the 
limits  of  topography. 

The  total  Capital  Cost  and  the  annual  0  &  M  cost 
for  this  Option  are  among  the  lowest  for  those 
solutions  considered  here.     The  cost  effectiveness 
of  this  solution  must,  however,  be  weighed  against 
the  possible  adverse  environmental  effects  on  the 
Manhan  River  and  the  Town  water  supply  well,  as  disc 
in  the  following  paragraphs. 

DISADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION  "A-2" 

Presently  no  point  source  discharges  occur  along  the 
Manhan  River   (designated  a  Class  B  water  segment  by 
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the  Massachusetts  Division  of  Water  Pollution 
Control,   refer  to  Section  3,  herein),  therefore, 
any  discharge  permit  issued  here  would  doubtlessly 
establish  relatively  high  effluent  quality  standards 
for  this  treatment  plant. 

Many  environmental  considerations  beyond  the  scope 
of  a  discharge  permit  are  bound  to  be  questioned 
if  this  Option  is  selected,   since  the  River  has  a 
recognized  limited  assimilative  capacity.  The 
point  source  discharge  is  not  the  most  environmentally 
sound  choice  for  the  Town  Center  area,   given  this 
questionable  capacity  of  the  Manhan  River  to 
assimilate  the  plant  effluent,   as  discussed  in 
Section  4.1.5  hereinbefore. 

This  Option  would  require  that  the  point-source 
discharge  occur  upstream  of  the  College  Highway 
Municipal  Well. 

While  the  Town  Highway  Department  could  maintain 
the  collector  system,   it  would  be  necessary  to  hire 
a  State  Certified  Operator,   at  least  part-time,  to 
manage  the  treatment  facilities. 
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6.4.3     Option  "A-3"  Town  Center  - 

Subsurface  Disposal  with  Gravity  Sewers 

This  Option  would  involve  a  conventional  gravity 
collector  network  in  combination  with  an  "alternative 
technology"  disposal  method.     The  raw  sewage  would 
be  conveyed  in  the  8"  gravity  street  sewers  to  a 
pumping  station  on  Main  Street  near  the  Conant  Park 
Brook.     The  wastewater  would  then  be  transported, 
via  a  6"   force  main,   to  a  local  site  with  suitable 
conditions  for  subsurface  disposal.     Here,  the 
wastewater  would  be  treated  by  a  local  treatment 
plant  and  the  effluent  dosed  alternately  to  several 
subsurface  leaching  beds.     The  waste  sludge  from  the 
package  plant  would  be  trucked  periodically  to  one 
of  the  two  nearby  municipal  WtVTF '  s  for  final  disposal. 

The  street  sewer  collection  system  would  serve 
essentially  the  same  homes  as  would  the  Town  Center 
portion  of  Option  "A-1".     The  only  major  difference 
from  that  system  would  be  the  pumping  station  location  as 
shown  in  the  schematic  profile  at  the  end  of  Section  6.4.1. 

The  treatment/disposal  site,  itself,  would  require  up 
to  three  acres  of  land,  depending  on  specific  site 
conditions  and  system  design.     This  site  could  be 
located  in  either  of  two  areas;  the  area  bounded  by 
College  Highway,  Gunn  Road,  and  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road; 
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or   the  area    south  of  Fomer  Road  and  east  of 
Gilbert  Road.      (Refer  to  Figure  IX). 

These  areas  contain  soils  of  the  "Hinckley-Windsor- 
Merrimac"  group  which  are  generally  quite  suitable 
for  such  a  community  disposal  site.     The  actual  site 
selection  would  be  determined  during   the  Step  II 
design  process  and  must,  according  to  State  Regu- 
lations,   follow    actual  geo-hydrological  field 
testing  of  the  site,   since  the  daily  wastewater  flow 
would  be  in  excess  of  15,000  gallons.     According  to  the 
MA-DWPC,  this  further  testing  is  not  required  unless  a 
subsurface  disposal  option  is  recommended  for 
implementation . 
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TABLE  12 

DESIGN  CRITERIA  -  OPTION  "A-3" 
TOWN  CENTER  -  SUBSURFACE  DISPOSAL  ^-TITH  GRAVITY  SEWER 


86 


A. 


SOURCE 


AVG.  FLOW  (GPD) 


1.  Town  Hall 

6  persons  (§  15  gal/person/day 

2.  Town  Hall  Assembly 

50  persons  0  3  gal/person/day 


90 


150 


3.  Library 

7    persons  &  15  gal/person/ day 


105 


4.  Fire  Station 

3  persons  §  15  ^al/person/day 

5.  School  (center) 

265  persons  @  10  gal/person/day 


45 


2,650 


Church 

140  persons  @  3  gal/person/day 


420 


7.  Grange 

80  persons  @  3  gal/person/day 


240 


8.  Conant  Park 

100  persons  §  5  gal/person/ day 

9.  Eighty-Three   (83)  homes 

(83  X  3.0  =  249  persons) 

249  persons  §  ~^  /gal/person/day 


PRESENT  TOTAL 


500 


17,430 


21,630 


10.     Future- 20  Additional  Homes 
20x3.0  X    70  gal/person/day 


FUTURE  TOTAL 


4,200 


25,830 


B.     Peak  Flows 


1.  Peak  Flows  Present; 

2.  Peak  Flows  Future  : 


(3.0  X  Average)  = 
(3.0  X  Average)  = 


64,900  GPD  (45  GPM) 
77,500  GPD   (55  GPM) 


C.  Organic  Considerations 

1.  BOD5    (Present)  :    0.022  (?  340  mg/1  = 

2.  BOD5    (Future)    :    0.025  (?  340  mg/1  = 

3.  TSS  (Present):  0.022  (§  430  mg/1  = 
4*.  TSS     (Future)    :    0.025  O  430  mg/1  = 

D.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Present) 

2.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Future) 


62  #/day 

70  #/day 

79  #/day 

90  #/day 


96  D.U.E. 
116  D.U.E. 
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ADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION  "A-3" 

This  Option  eliminates  the  potential  discharge  to 
the  Manhan  River,  and  could  easily  be  converted  to 
connect  to  a  regional  interceptor  to  the  Easthampton 
WWTF  in  the  future.     A  regional  interceptor  along 
Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  is  probable  in  the  future  and 
since  the  design  life  of  the  treatment  and  disposal 
facilities  is  20  years,  while  the  design  life  of  the 
collector  sewers  is  50  years,  it  may  be  advantageous 
to  achieve  a  regional  connection  at  that  time  when  the 
local  treatment  and  disposal  system  requires  modifi- 
cations.    The  proposed  force  main  could  be  utilized 
without  modification  to  reach  the  interceptor  if  the 
northern  subsurface  site  is  chosen. 

It  would  be  possible  to  expand  the  system  to  serve 
other  areas  in  the  Greater  Town  Center  locale  at  such 
time  as  that  becomes  desirable  or  necessary. 

DISADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION  "A-3" 

This  Option  presents  one  of  the  lower  total  initial 
capital  costs  evaluated  herein;  however,  on  a  cost 
per  present  D.U.E.    (Dwelling  Unit  Equivalent)  served. 
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this  is  one  of  the  most  expensive  Options.     The  cost  of 
the  pumping  station,   treatment  plant,   and  subsurface 
disposal  system  make  this  a  more  expensive  Option 
than  the  local  treatment  plant  and  river  discharge 
(Option  "A-2"),  which  serves  the  same  area  with 
approximately  the  same  collector  sewer  system; 
however,   the  point  source  discharge  to  the  Manhan 
River  would  be  avoided  by  the  subsurface  disposal  Option 
and  the  integrity  of  the  existing  Town  water  supply 
well  near  the  River  would  be  protected. 

The  Town  Highway  Department  would  maintain  the 
collector  system,  but  it  would  be  necessary  to  hire 
a  State  Certified  Operator,  at  least  part-time,  to 
manage  the  treatment  facilities.     It  is  entirely 
possible  that  this  area  will  ultimately  be  served 
by  a  regional  system,  constructed  to  serve  the 
Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  residential  growth.     At  that 
time,  the  investment  in  the  treatment  and  disposal 
portion  of  this  Option  would  be  negated. 
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6.4.4.   Option  "A-4",   Town  Center  Expanded-Subsurf ace 
Disposal  with  Pressure  Sewers 


This  system  would  provide  service  to  the  Town 
Center  area  and  would  include  a  somewhat  more 
extensive  collector  network  in  that  area  than  would 
any  of  the  options  discussed  previously    (A-1,  A-2, 
or  A-3) ;   hence  the  term  Town  Center  Expanded.  This 
expanded  service  results  from  the  utilization  of 
an  alternative  technology  pressure  sewer  collection 
system,  which  is  not  limited  by  topography  as  are 
gravity  systems.     The  pressure  sewer  system  would 
collect  effluent  from  existing  individual 
buildings         and  would  convey  it,   by  pumping,  to 
a  suitable  site.     There  the  wastewater  would  be 
treated  by  a  local  treatment  plant  and  disposed  of 
by  subsurface  means. 

The  wastewater  would  be  biologically  treated,  as 
is  required  for  flows  in  excess  of  15,000  GPD,  by 
an  appropriate  treatment  system  and  would  be 
disinfected  prior  to  being  alternately  dosed  to 
several  subsurface  leaching  beds.     Two  possible 
areas  have  been  determined  to  be  the  most  suitable 
choices  near  Town  Center  and  are  graphically  depicted 
in  Figure  X.     Appendices  A-1, 2, 3  &  4  present  supportive 
data  concerning  this  preliminary  disposal  site 
selection.     Each  of  the  two  areas  consists  of 
Hinckley  Loamy  Sand  and/or  Merrimac  Fine  Sandy  Loam; 
soils  highly  compatible  with  subsurface  disposal. 
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TOWN  WELL  SITE 
PRESSURE  CCULECTOR  SB^ER 
I  PRESSURE  INTERCEPTOR 
TREATMENTyf)  I SPOSAL  FAC I LITY 


GENERAL  AREA  FOR  POTEi^IALU^ 
SUBSURFACE  DISPOSAL  ['.I 


PLAN  OF  OPTION  A  -  4 
TOWN  CENTER  EXPANDED - 
SUBSURFACE  DISPOSAL  WITH 
PRESSURE  SEWERS 

scale:  r  =  2000' 
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TABLE  14 
DESIGN  CRITERIA  -  OPTION  "A-4" 


TOWN  CENTER  EXPANDED  -  SUBSURFACE  DISPOSAL  WITH  PRESSURE  SEWERS 


SOURCE 


AVG.  FLOW  (GPD) 


93 


1.  Town  Hall 

6  persons  9  15  gal/person/day 

2.  Town  Hall  Assembly 

50  persons  @  3  gal/person/day 

3.  Library 

7   persons  (§  15  gal/person/ day 

4.  Fire  Station 

3  persons  2  15  gal/person/day 

5.  School  (center) 

265  persons  !§  10  gal/person/day 

6 .  Church 

140  persons  <^  3  gal/person/day 

7 .  Grange 

80  persons  §  3  gal/person/day 

a.     Conant  Park 

100  persons  §  5  gal/person/ day 

9.     One  Hundred-Four   (104)  Homes 
(104  X  3.0  =  312  persons) 
312  persons  3  70  gal/person/day 


PRESENT  TOTAL 


90 


150 


105 


45 


2,650 


420 


240 


500 


21.840 
26,040 


10.     Future  -  30  Additional  Homes 
30  X  3.0  X   70  gal/person/day 


6,300 


FUTURE  TOTAL 


32  .340 


B.  Peak  Flows 

1.  Peak  Flows  -  Present: 

2.  Peak  Flows  -  Future: 

C.  Organic  Considerations 


(3.0  X  Average)  = 
(3.0  X  Average)  = 


1.  BOD5 

(Present)  : 

0 

.026 

9  340  mg/1  = 

2.  30D5 

(Future)  : 

0 

.032 

0  340  mg/1  = 

3.  TSS 

(Present)  : 

0 

.026 

Q  430  mg/1  = 

4.  TSS 

(Future)  : 

0 

.032 

•5  430  mg/1  = 

78,120  GPD  (55  GPM) 
97,020  GPD   (70  GPM) 


74  #/day 

91  #/day 

93  #/day 

115  #/day 


D .  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Present) 

2.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Ser-zed  (Future) 

E.  Peak  Flow  Rate  Resulting  from  Grinder  Pump  Units 

1.  Present:  117  D.U.E.  x  1.0  GPM/D.U.S.* 

2.  Future:     147  D.U.E.  x  0.9  GPM/D.U.E.* 
*Head  controlled  outDUt  of  all  pximps  operating  together. 
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117  D.U.E. 
147  D.U.E. 


117  GP.M(0.168MGD; 
132  GPM(0.190MGD) 
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ADVANTAGES   OF  OPTION  "A-4" 


This  Option  would  provide  a  semi-permanent  solution 
to  the  waste  water  disposal  problems  in  the  Town 
Center  area,   and  would  avoid  the  problems  associated 
with  a  local  point  source  discharge  as  discussed  in 
Option  "A-2".     The  costs,   personnel  and  equipment 
relegated  to  the  O&M  of  the  pressure  sewers  and/or 
the  treatment  and  disposal  facilities  could  be  shared 
with  the  Pequot  Pond  area  system  if  a  pressure  or 
subsurface  Option  is  chosen  there. 

This  Option  allows  a  portion  of  the  future  system 
expansion  costs   (that  of  the  house  pump  units)  to 
be  borne  directly  by  the  user  in  the  case  of  house 
connections.     In  some  cases,  the  pressure  collectors 
employed  for  expansion  will  be  those  already 
installed  to  service  the  existing  homes  as  a 
portion  of  this  project. 

The  pressure  collector  system,   utilized  in  this 
Option  and  in  Option  "A-5" ,   allows  the  servicing  of 
approximately  20     more  homes  in  the  Town  Center  Area 
than  does  a  gravity  system,   due  to  topographical 
considerations.     Although  these  additional  homes 
are  generally  those  with  the  more  suitable  on-site 
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conditions  and  lot  sizes  in  the  Town  Center  area, 
the  environmental  and  public  health  benefits  of  this 
expanded  coverage  are  of  substantial  present  and  future 
merit, 

DISADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION   "A-4 " 

This  Option  does  not  prove  to  be  a  cost  effective 
solution  in  terms  of  total  capital  cost  per  D.U.E. 
served,  either  present  or  future;  and  the  annual  O&M 
cost  is  estimated  to  be  one  of  the  highest  of  any 
considered  on  a  per  user  basis. 

The  treatment  and  disposal  facilities  associated  with 
this  Option  would  be  superfluous  in  the  future  should 
the  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  corridor  regional  interceptor 
to  the  Easthampton  WWTF  be  implemented. 

If  this  Option  is  selected,  a  relatively  expensive 
disposal  site  selection  process  must  be  pursued  as 
mentioned  previously  in  the  introductory  discussion  of 
this  Section. 

A  State  Certified  Treatment  Plant  Operator  would  be 
required,  at  least  part-time,  to  manage  the  treatment 
facility.     The  Operator  could  be  shared  with  a  Pond 
Area  facility,  if  applicable,  or  with  other  Town 
Departments . 
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(page  9  7  reserved 

Option  "A-5'\   Greater  Town  Center-Regional  Solution 
with  Pressure  Collector  Sewers  and  Gravity  Interceptor 

This  Option  would  provide  service  to  the  Town  Center 
problem  area  as  well  as  to  those  portions  of  College 
Highway,   Mountain  View  Circle,   Gunn  Road  and  Pomeroy 
Meadow  Road   (including  the  Norris  Middle  School) 
which  form  the  majority  of  the  residential  concentration 
north  of  Town  Center. 

The  Town  Center  area  would  be  served  by  a  pressure 
sewer  collector  network  nearly  identical  to  that 
described  in  Option  "A-4".     This  system  would  gather 
effluent  from  the  homes  via  individual  pump  units, 
and  transport  it  to  the  intersection  of  College  Highway 
and  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  where  it  would  discharge  to  a 
proposed  gravity  regional  interceptor  sewer.  This 
interceptor  would  gravity  flow  northerly  along  Pomeroy 
Meadow  Road  to  the  Town  Boundary  where  it  would  join 
Easthampton ' s  existing  Hannum  Brook  Interceptor  for 
treatment  at  the  Easthampton  WWTF.     A  schematic  profile 
for  the  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  interceptor  is  shown  at  the 
end  of  Section  6.4.1.     The  residential  areas  north  of 
and  along  Pomeroy    Meadow  Road  would  be  served  by 
conventional  street  collector  sewers. 
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The  pressure  collector  system  in  the  Town  Center 
would  be  split  into  two  separate  networks:  higher 
elevation  and  lower  elevation  areas.     Each  of  these 
two  pressure  collector  networks  would  operate 
independently  but  would  be  joined  by  a  section  of 
gravity  sewer  which  acts  rather  like  a  standpipe. 
The  standpipe  would  serve  to  both  separate  the  pressures 
and  to  connect  the  collection  functions  of  these 
systems.     This  allows  each  network  to  operate  at  a 
lower  pressure  than  would  a  single  large  system. 
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LEGEND 
TOWN  WELL  SITE 

 ^  PRESSURE  COLLECTOR  SEWER 

 GRAVITY  COLLECTOR  SEWER 

»»-■"— GRAVITY  INTERCEPTOR  SEWER 

 TOWN  BOUNDARY 

 GRAVITY  "STANDPIPE"  SEWER  MAIN 


LU 


7  fif)  i  -A 


/ 


FIGURE 


PLAN  OF  OPTION  A-5 
GREATER  TOWN  CENTER  AREA- 
REGIONAL  SOLUTION  WITH  PRESSURE 
COLLECTOR  SEWERS  AND  GRAVITY 
I NTERCEPTOR 

SCALE:     I"  =  2000' 
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DESIGN  CRITERIA  -  OPTION  "A-5" 


GREATER  TOWN  CENTER  -  REGIONAL  SOLUTION  WITH  PRESSURE  COLLECTOR  SEWERS   &  GRAVITY  INT. 


Part  I  Town  Center  Pressure  System 


A.  SOURCE 

1.  Town  Hall 

6  persons  @  15  gal/person/day 

2 .  Town  Hall  Assembly 

50  persons  @  3  gal/person/day 

3 .  Library 

7  persons  @  15  gal/person/day 

4.  Fire  Station 

3  persons  (§  15  gal/person/day 

5.  School  (center) 

265  persons  @  10  gal/person/day 

6 .  Church 

140  persons  @  3  gal/person/day 

7 .  Grange 

80  persons  0  3  gal/person/day 

8 .  Conant  Park 

100  persons  @  5  gal/person/day 

9.  One  Hundred- Four  (104)  Homes 
(104  X  3.0  =  312  persons) 

312  persons  0  70  gal/person/day 


AVG.   FLOW  (GPD) 


90 


150 


105 


45 


2,650 


420 


240 


500 


21,840 


Town  Center  Portion  -  PRESENT  TOTAL 


26,040 


10.     Future  -  30  Additional  Homes 
30  X  3.0  X  70  gal/person/day 


6,300 


Town  Center  Portion  -  FUTURE  TOTAL 


32 ,340 


Peak  Flows 


1.  Peak  Flows  -   (Present):    (3.0  x  Average) = 

2.  Peak  Flows  -   (Future)    :    (3.0  x  Average) = 


78,100  GPD  (55  GPM) 
97,000  GPD   (70  GPM) 


Organic  Considerations 

1.  BOD5  (Present) 

2.  BOD5  (Future) 

3.  TSS  (Present) 

4.  TSS  (Future) 


0.026  @  340  mg/1  = 
0.032  §  340  mg/1  = 
0.026  §  430  mg/1  = 
0.032  0  430  mg/1  = 


74  #/day 

91  #/day 

93  #/day 

115  #/day 
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D.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served   (Present)  117  d.U.E. 

2.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served   (Future)  147  d.U.E. 

E.  Peak  Flow  Rate  Resulting  from   Grinder  Pvimp  Units 

1.  Present:   117  D.U.E.  x  1.0  GPM/D.U.E.*  117  GPM(0.168  MGD) 

2.  Future   :   147  D.U.E.  x  0.9  GPM/D.U.E.*  132  GPM(0.190  MGD) 


*  Head  controlled  output  of  all  pumps  operating  together 


PART  II  Total  Option  A-5  Flows  &  Loadings 


A. 


SOURCE 


AVG.  FLOW  (GPD) 


1.  Flow  from  Town  Center   (previous  page) 

2.  Norris  Middle  School 

375  persons  @  20  gal/person/day 

3 .  Red  Basket 

250  persons  @  10  gal/person/day 

4.  Post  Office 

3  persons  O  15  gal/person/day 

5.  Service  Station 

1  island      300  gal/island/day 

6.  Store  Complex   (Route  10  and  Pomeroy) : 
Restaurant  -  40  seats  (§  10  gal/person/day 
1500  sf     store  (§  5  gal/100  sf  /day 

7.  Super  Market  Conplex: 

Gullivers  Restaurant  -  77  seats  (§  10  gal/person/dav 
Super  Market  &  Aqua  Nook  -  20,000  sf    §  5  gal/lOOsf /day 
Bank  -  5000  sf     d  75  gal/lOOO  sf  /day 

8.  County  Road  Apartments 
60  Apartments  x  3.0  x  70 

9.  Homes  on  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road 
85  Homes  x  3.0  x  70 

10.     Hampton  South  Condominiums 
24  Units  X  3.0  X  70 


11.     College  Highway  Area 
40  Homes  x  3.0  x  70 


26,040 
7,500 
2,500 
45 

300 


400 
75 


770 
1,000 
375 


Total  Option  A-5  PRESENT  TOTAL 


12,600 

17,850 

5,040 

8,400 
82,895  GPD 


(continued) 
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TABLE  16  (continued) 

12.     Future  Development: 

20  Homes  -  Center  Area 
+  329  Homes  -  Route  10  and  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road 
349  Homes  x  3.0  x  70 

Total  Option  A-5  FUTURE  TOTAL 

TOTAL  OPTION  A-5: 


73,290 


156,185  (GPD) 


B.  Peak  Flows: 

1.  Peak  Flow-Present:    (3.0  x  Average)  =  248,685  GPD   (170  GPM) 

2.  Peak  Flow-Future   :    (3.0  x  Average)  =  468,555  GPD   (325  GPM) 

C.  Organic  Considerations: 


D. 


E. 


1. 

BOD5 

(Present) ' 

0.083 

(a 

340  mg/1  = 

235 

#/day 

2. 

BOD5 

(Future  ) ■ 

0.156 

{§ 

340  mg/1  = 

440 

#/day 

3. 

TSS 

(Present) : 

0.083 

430  mg/1  = 

300 

#/day 

4. 

TSS 

(Future)  : 

0.156 

§ 

430  mg/1  = 

560 

#/day 

Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Present) 

2.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Future) 

Peak  Flow  Rate  Resulting  from  Grinder  Pump  Units 

1.  Present:     117  D.U.E.  x  1.0  GPM/D.U.E, 

2.  Future:       147  D.U.E.  x  0,9  GPM/D.U.E. 


366  D.U.E. 
715  D.U.E. 


117  GPM (0.168MGD) 
132  GPM(0.190MGD) 
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ADVANTAGES   OF  OPTION   "A- 5" 

This  Option  would  provide  a  permanent  solution 
to  the  wastewater  disposal  problems  of  the  Town 
Center  Area  and  the  northern  section  of  Town 
including  the  Town  schools  and  most  other  municipal 
buildings.     The  Norris  School,  which  currently  relies 
on  subsurface  disposal  for  all  wastewater  disposal, 
is  responsible  for  food  preparation  for  the  entire 
public  school  system  and  would  benefit  from  this 
Option . 

This  Option  would  utilize  the  existing  Easthampton 
Wastewater  Treatment  Facility    (WWTF) ,   thereby  both 
eliminating  the  need  and  costs  for  such  an  installation 
in  Southampton,   and  eliminating  any  possible  threat 
to  the  integrity  of  the  College  Highway  municipal 
well  which  might  result  from  any  of  the  local  treatment 
options . 

Several  areas  north  of  Town  Center,   along- the  proposed 
Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  interceptor,   are  currently 
experiencing  new  residential  construction.     A  report 
by  Metcalf  and  Eddy,   Inc.   entitled  "Planning  for 
Zoning  in  Southampton",   projects  new  home  subdivisions 
served  by  municipal  water  and  sewerage  systems  in 
these  areas  by  the  1990  to  2020  period. 
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The  total  Capital  and  O&M  costs,  both  present  and 
future,  per  D.U.E.  for  this  proposed  system  would  be 
among  the  lowest  of  the  Town   Center  Options.  This 
Option  serves  a  5%  greater  number  of  initial  users, 
and  a  12%  greater  number  of  future  users  than  does 
Option  "A-1". 

DISADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION  "A-5" 

A  seemingly  high  initial  project  cost  is  incurred 
due  to  the  provision  of  service  to  areas  along  the 
proposed  interceptor  outside  of  Town  Center;  however, 
the  project  cost  on  a  "per  Present  Dwelling  Unit 
Equivalent  Served"  basis  is  actually  among  the 
lowest  of  the  Options. 

There  is  a  tendency  to  spur  development,  with  the 
addition  of  an  interceptor  sewer  in  areas  having 
marginal  soils  for  subsurface  disposal  of  wastewater; 
however,  the  affected  areas  here  are  those  neighborhood 
intended  for  such  growth,  as  reflected  by  the 
dense  residential  zoning.     Other  nearby  areas  not 
intended  for  dense  development  would  be  excluded  from 
connecting  to  this  interceptor  due  to  the  topography. 
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6. 4. 5. a  Option  "A-6",  Limited  Town  Center  -  Pressure  Collector 

Sewers  and  Subsurface  Disposal 

Option  "A-6"  is  similar  to  Option  "A-4"  but  serves 
only  those  homes  in  Town  Center  identified  by  the 
Town  Board  of  Health  as  currently  having  the  most 
pressing  subsurface  disposal  problems.  Reducing 
the  flow  to  the  15,000  gpd  State  standard  permits 
the  direct  subsurface  discharge  of  effluent  without 
the  need  for  intermediate  treatment;   thus,  the 
sewage  treatment  plant,  necessary  as  part  of  Option 
"A-4",   is  not  required. 
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TABLE  17-A 

DESIGN  CRITERIA  -  OPTION  "A-6" 
TOWN  CENTER  LIMITED  -   SUBSURFACE  DISPOSAL  WITH  PRESSURE  SEWERS 

A.      Source  AVERAGE  FLOW  (GPD) 


1.  Town  Hall 

6  persons  (?  15  gal/person/day  90 

2.  Town  Hall  Assembly 

50  persons  (§  3  gal/person/day  150 

3.  Library 

7  persons  (?  15  gal/person/day  105 

4.  Fire  Station 

3  persons  §  15  gal/person/day  4  5 

5.  School  (center) 

265  persons  @  10  gal/person/day  2,650 

6 .  Church 

140  persons  @  3  gal/person/day  420 

7 .  Grange 

80  persons  (§  3  gal/person/day  240 

8.  Conant  Park 

100  persons  (§  5  gal/person/day  500 

9.  Sixty   (60)  Homes 

(60  X  3.0  =  180  persons) 

180  persons  @  70  gal/person/day  12,600 

PRESENT  TOTAL:  16,800 

B.  Peak  Flows 

1.     Peak  Flows  -  Present:      (3.0  x  Average)   =  50,400  GPD    (35  GPM) 

C .  Organic  Considerations 

1.  BOD^    (Present):     0.017  (?  340  =  48#/dav 

2.  TSS    (Present):       0.017  @  430  =  61#/day 

D .  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.     Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served   (Present)      73  D.U.E. 

E .  Peak  Flow  Rate  Resulting  from  Grinder  Pump  Units 

1.     Present:      73  D.U.E.   x  1  GPM/D.U.E.*     73  GPM   (0.083  MGD) 
*Head  controlled  output  of  all  pumps  operating  together. 
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ADVANTAGES  AND  DISADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION   "A- 6" 


The  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  this  option 
are  essentially  the  same  as  those  reported  for 
Option  "A-4". 

This  option  does,  however,  have  one  additional 
advantage  and  disadvantage  when  compared  to 
Option  "A-4",  caused  by  the  reduction  in  flow: 
the  need  for  a  sewage  treatment  plant  is  elimin- 
ated,  saving  both  capital  and  0  &  M  costs,  but 
the  ability  of  the  system  to  expand  is  severely 
limited. 
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6.4.6.  Option  "B-1",   Pequot  Pond  Area  -  Regional  Solution 
with  Gravity  Sewers 

Option  "B-1"  would  develop  a  gravity  sewer  collection 
system     along  the  eastern  side  of  Pequot  Pond  to 
eliminate  water  pollution  problems.     The  solution 
is  regional     in  scope     with  treatment  of  collected 
wastes  at  the  Westfield  WWTF,     Capacity  would  be 
available  in  the  system  to  accept  wastewater  from 
20  to  30  existing  homes  in  the  adjacent  East  Pond 
neighborhood  that  are  actually  situated  in  Westfield, 
but  exhibit  similar  disposal  problems. 


Pond     area  wastewater  would  be  collected  by  gravity 
sewers  and  conveyed  to  a  pumping  station  at  the  north 
end  of  the  Pond  where  a  force  main  would  transfer 
the  sewage  to  a  gravity  interceptor  sewer  ("Pequot 
Interceptor"),   proposed  as  a  portion  of  this  project, 
which  would,   in  turn,   discharge  into  the  City  of 
Westfield 's  Arm  Brook  Interceptor.     The  Am  Brook 
Interceptor  is  designed  to  accommodate  the  flows 
from  the  entire  Pequot  Pond  locale,   the  majority  of 
which  lies  in  Westfield  and  suffers  problems  similar 
to  those  of  the  Southam.pton  area.     The  wastewater 
would  be  transported  to  the  existing  Westfield  W/TF 
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for  treatment  and  discharge. 

The  "Pequot  Interceptor"  sewer  would  provide  the 
opportunity  to  sewer  the  western  and  southwestern 
portions  of  the  Ponds  vicinity;   areas  lying  in  both 
Southampton  and  Westfield. 
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TABLE  18 
DESIGN  CRITERIA  -  OPTION  "B-1" 
PEQUOT  POND  AREA  -  REGIONAL  SOLUTION  WITH  GRAVITY  SEWERS 


SOURCE 

1 .  Homes  at  Pond 

no  homes  x  2.5  people/home  x  70  gpd/capita 

2.  Bleumer  Road  Fire  Station 

3  persons  0  15  gal ./person/day 

3.  Aloha  Snack  Bar  (Seasonal) 
15  seats  (?  10  gal . /seat/day 

4.  Mahoney's  Package  Store 

35  persons  (a  3  gal  ./person/day 

5.  Camp  Jahn  (Seasonal) 

250  persons  @  20  gal ./person/day 


AVG.  FLOW  (GPD) 
19,250 

45 

150 

105 


5,000 


PRESENT  TOTAL 


24,550 


6.    Future  -  35  additional  homes 
35  X  2.5  X  70  gal /person  day 


6,125 


FUTURE  TOTAL 


30,675 


Peak  Flows 

1.  Peak  Flows  (Present)  (3.0  x  Average)   =  73,650  GPD(50  .3PM) 

2.  Peak  Flows  (Future)  (3.0  x  Average)   =  92,025  GPD(65  GPM) 

Organic  Considerations 

1 .  '  BODj.  (Present)  0.024  0  340  =  68#/dav 

2.  BOD^  (Future)    0.031  0  340  =  88#/day 

3.  TSS    (Present)  0.024  0  430  =  86#/day 

4.  TSS    (Future)    0.031  0  430  =  lll#/day 

Eguivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwell  ina  Units  Se^'ved  (Present)  129  D  U 

2.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Future)  154  d.*u!e.* 
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ADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION  "B-1" 

This  Option  presents  a  permanent  solution  to  the 
pollutional  problems  in  the  priority  area.  Homes 
would  no  longer  face  the  possibility  of  condemnation 
due  to  the  inability  of  physical  lot  limitations  to 
support  adequate  subsurface  systems.  Individual 
"on-site"  water  supplies  would  not  be  endanaered, 
and  Pequot  Pond,   itself,  would  no  longer  be 
susceptible  to  continued  accelerated  eutrophication 
due  to  the  marginal  or  failing  septic  systems  in 
this  area. 

This  Option  would  utilize  the  Westfield  interceptor 
and  treatment  systems  which  are  designed  with 
capacity  for  this  area  of  Southampton. 
The  inherent  problems  associated  with  a  separate 
treatment  facility  would  be  circumvented. 
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DISADVANTAGES   OF  OPTION  "B-1" 

A  primary  disadvantage  of  this  Option  in  the 
past  was  the  uncertainty  surrounding  a  completion 
date  for  the  Arm  Brook  Interceptor.     That  project 
is  now  in  the  final  design  stage,  however,  and 
should  be  available  for  use  in  1980  or  1981. 

The  design  involves  minimum  slopes  for  the  gravity 
collector  sewers  due  to  the  flat  topography  in  this 
area.     Periodic  maintenance  problems  can  be  expected 
due  to  accumulated  solids  in  these  pipes.  Also, 
this  gravity  piping  would  require  deep  trenching 
in  the  high  water  table  area  near  the  Pond.  Some 
homes,   particularly  those  immediately  adjacent  to 
the  Pond,   are  below  the  practical  invert  elevations 
of  the  proposed  collector  sewers  and  would  have  to 
pump  their  wastewater  up  to  the  system.     Also,  the 
small  area   (20  to  30  homes)   of  this  neighborhood  in 
the  Westfield  jurisdiction  would  be  beyond  the  reach 
of  the  gravity  system.     A  lift  station  or  pressure 
system  would  be  required  to  enter  the  proposed 
Southampton  gravity  sewerage  system. 
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6.4.7.  Option  "B-2",   Pequot  Pond  Area  -  Regional  Solution 
Pressure  Sewers 

Option  "B-2"  would  provide  each  structure  in  the 
service  area  with  a  grinder  pump  unit  which  would 
discharge  to  a  proposed  pressure  sewer  collector 
system.     This  collector  system  would  transport  the 
effluent  to  a  point  at  the  north  end  of  the  Pond. 
A  pressure  interceptor  would  then  lead  from  there 
to  a  gravity  interceptor,  which  would,   in  turn,  dis- 
charge to  the  Arm  Brook  Interceptor  in  Westfield 
for  treatment  at  the  Westfield  V7V7TF.     The  Arm  Brook 
Interceptor  should  be  completed  in  1982  and  has 
design  capacity  for  the  entire  Pequot  Pond  vicinity 
in  both  Southampton  and  Westfield. 


This  Option  is  similar  to  Option  "B-1",   Section  6.4.6. 
The  discussion  there,   concerning  the  opportunity  for 
accepting  flows  from  other  Pequot  Pond  neighborhoods 
in  both  Southampton  and  Westfield,   applies  to  this 
Option  as  well.     The  area  of  service  encompassed  by 
this  Option  is  basically  the  same  as  was  described 
in  Option  "B-1".     Option  "B-2"  provides  service  to 
some  additional  homes    (presently  approximately  3  5  hones) 
in  the  Eastern  Pond  neighborhood,   since  the  restrictive 
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minimum  slope  requirements  of  a  gravity  system 
do  not  apply  to  this  Option.     This  type  of  system 
also  offers  the  benefit  of  service  to 
the  homes  along  Pequot  Road  and  Cottage  Avenue; 
an  opportunity  not  feasible  with  the  force  main 
in  Option  "B-1" . 
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TABLE  20 


DESIGN  CRITERIA  -  OPTION  "B-2" 


PEQUOT  POND  AREA  -  REGIONAL  SOLUTION  WITH  PRESSURE  SEWERS 


A. 


SOURCE 


AVG.   FLOW  (GPD) 


Homes  at  Pond  &  Pequot  Rd. ,  Southampton 

144  Homes  X  2.5  people/home  x     70  gpd/capita 


25,200 


Bleumer  Road  Fire  Station 

3  persons  ?  15  gal/person/day 


45 


Aloha  Snack  Bar  (Seasonal) 
15  seats  3  10  gal/ seat/ day- 


ISO 


Mahoney's  Package  Store 

35  persons  (§  3  gaJ /person/day 


105 


Camp  Jahn  (Seasonal) 

250  persons  9  20  gal/person/day 


5,000 


PRESENT  TOTAL 


30,500 


Future  -  64  additional  homes 
64  X  2.5  X     70  gal/person/day 


11.200 


FUTURE  TOTAL 


41,700 


B.  Peak  Flows 


1.  Peak  Flows   (Present)    (3.0  x  Average) = 

2.  Peak  Flows   (Future)      (3.0  x  Average) = 


91,500  GPD (65  GPM) 
125,100  GPD(85  GPM) 


C .  Organic  Considerations 


1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 


B0d5  (Present) 

BOD^  (Future) 

TSS  (Present) 

TSS  (Future) 


0.031  (a  340  mg/1 

0.042  §  340  mg/1 

0.031  @  430  mg/1 

0.042  @  430  mg/1 


88#/day 
120#/day 
110#/day 
150#/day 


D.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Present) 

2,  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served   (Future  ) 


153  D.U.E, 
227  D.U.E. 


E.     Peak  Flow  Rate  Resulting  from  Grinder  Pump  Units 
Present:   163  D.U.E.  x  1.0  GPM*/D.U.E. 
Future   :   227  D.U.E.  x  0.9  GPM*/D.U.E. 


163  GPM  (0.235  MGD) 
204  GPM (0,294  MGD) 


*Head  controlled  output  of  all  pumps  operating  together. 
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ADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION  "B-2" 


This  Option  is  among  the  most  cost-effective  in 
terms  of  Total  Capital  Cost  per  Dwelling  Unit 
Equivalent  served,  both  present  and  future.  The 
pressure  sewer  system  also  inherently  allows  ser- 
vice to  homes  below  the  elevation  of  the  sewer, 
such  as  those  near  the  Pond's  edge. 

The  freedom  from  the  constraints  of  gravity  design 
allows  the  expansion  of  the  collector  system  to 
serve  all  of  the  homes  in  the  problem  area,  unlike 
Option  "B-1",  which  could  not  reach  some  of  the  less 
critical  dwellings  without  the  addition  of  pumping 
units. 

This  Option  also  allows  the  homes  along  Pequot 
Pond  and  Cottage  Avenue,  on  the  western  side  of 
Pequot  Pond,   to  connect  directly  to  the  pressure 
interceptor.     This  would  not  be  possible  with  the 
force  main  in  Option  "B-1"     unless  another  pumping 
station  were  to  be  constructed. 

The  pressure  and  gravity  regional  interceptor 
combination  provides  the  opportunity  for  sewering 
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other  areas  around  the  Pond     in  both  Southampton  and 
Westfield.     The  question  of  a  joint  inter-municipal 
solution  of  this  sort  has  been  raised  by  the  Lower 
Pioneer  Valley  Regional  Planning  Commission  since, 
logically,   the  western  and  southern  sides  of  the  Pond 
constitute  a  single  physical  area   (although  divided 
by  the  City-Town  Boundary) . 

The  small  adjacent  residential  area  in  Westfield 
that  is  a  part  of  the  eastern  Pond  study  area 
could  install  an  extension  of  the  proposed  pressure 
sewer  collector  systein  and  utilize  the  regional 
interceptor. 

This  Option  provides  a  permanent  solution  to  the 
disposal  problems  in  this  area,  while  utilizing  an 
existing  treatment  facility,   thus  eliminating  the  need 
for  another  treatm.ent  plant  with  its  attendant 
requirement  of  sludge  handling,  etc. 

DISADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION  "B-2" 

The  O&M  of  the  grinder  pump  units  was  once  a 
major  drawback  to  systems  of  this  type.  More 
recently,   however,  modern  equipment  has  elimin- 
ated this  stigma. 
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6.4.8     Option  "B-3",   Peguot  Pond  Area  - 

Subsurface  Disposal  with  Pressure  Sewers 

This  Option  would  install  a  pressure  sewer  collection 
system  identical  to  that  in  Option  "B-2" .     Note  that 
a  cost  evaluation  comparison  of  Options   "B-1"  and 
"B-2"   shows  the  pressure  collection  system  to  be 
more  cost-effective  than  a  gravity  system  for  this 
area;  hence,   the  selection  of  the  former  for  use  in 
this  Option  "B-3". 

The  collected  effluent  would  be  transported  via 
a  pressure  interceptor  to  a  treatment  and  disposal 
site  west  of  Pequot  Road  where  the  soils  consist 
of  the  Hinckley-Windsor-Merrimac  Association;  a 
soils  group  highly  compatible  with  subsurface  dis- 
posal . 

A  local  treatment  plant,   at  the  Pequot  Road  site, 
would  discharge  to  alternating  dosing  chambers  which 
would  cyclically  feed  leaching  beds  of  conventional 
construction.     The  tentative  site  for  this  disposal 
system  has  been  chosen  in  accordance  with  research 

of  soil  types,   land  uses,   topography,  etc.,  per- 
formed during  the  preparation  of  this  report. 


ALMER  HUNTLEY,  JR.,  &  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 

SURVEYORS    ■    ENGINEERS    -  PLANNERS 


122. 


However,   as  described  before,   State  Regulations 
require  substantial  further  study  and  field  testing 
prior  to  final  selection  of  a  site  for  the  land 
disposal  of  flows  in  excess  of  15,000  GPD.  This 
further  study  must  include  expensive  and  time 
consuming  geo-hydrological  field  analysis  of  the 
site . 


The  development  of  a  local  treatment  plant  dis- 
charging into  Pequot  Pond  was  not  considered  a 
feasible  approach,   since  discharges  of  treated 
sewage  into  lakes  or  ponds  is  not  practiced  in 
Massachusetts.     The  acknowledged  accelerated 
eutrophic  condition  of  Pequot  Pond  also  casts  doubt 
on  the  wisdom  of  such  a  solution. 
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LEGEND 
TOWN  RESERVE .WELL  SITE 
PRESSURE  COLLECTOR  SEWER 
PRESSURE  Ii^ERCEPTOR 
TREATnENT/t)isPOSAL  FACILITY 
ADJACEriT  A.REA  OF  WESTFIELDr 
TOWN  BOUNDARY 


PLAN  OF  OPTION  B  - 
PEQUOT  POND  AREA- 
SUBSURFACE  DISPOSAL 

pressure  sewers 
scale:  1"  =  2000' 


5 

WITH 
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TABLE  22 


DESIGN  CRITERIA  -  OPTION  "B-3" 


PEQUOT  POND  AREA  -  SUBSURFACE  DISPOSAL  WITH  PRESSURE  SEWERS 


A. 


SOURCE 


AVG.  FLOW  (GPP) 


1 .  Homes  at  Pond 

131  homes  x  2.5  people/home  x  70  gpd/capita 

2.  Bleumer  Road  Fire  Station 

3  persons  @  15  gal/person/day 

3.  Aloha  Snack  Bar  (Seasonal) 
15  seats  @  10  gal/seat/day 

4.  Mahoney's  Package  Store 

35  persons  0  3  gal/person/day 

5.  Camp  Jahn  (Seasonal) 

250  persons  @  20  gal/person/day 


6.    Future  -  40  additional  homes 
40  X  2.5  X  70  gal /person/day 


22,925 
45 

150 
105 
5,000 

PRESENT  TOTAL:  28,225 


7,000 


FUTURE  TOTAL:  35,225 


B.  Peak  Flows 

1.  Peak  Flows  (Present)  (3.0  x  Average)  = 

2.  Peak  Flows  (Future)    (3.0  x  Average)  = 

C.  Organic  Considerations 

T:  BODb  (Present)  07028  0  340  mg/1  = 

2.  B0D5  (Future)  0.035  @  340  mg/1  = 

3.  TSS    (Present)  0.028  (3  430  mg/1  = 

4.  TSS    (Future)  0.035  ?  430  mg/1  = 

D.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Present) 

2.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Future) 

E.  Peak  Flow  Rate  Resulting  from  Grinder  Pump  Units 
Present:    150  D.U.E.  x  1.0  6PM/D.U.E.* 

Future:      190D.U.E.X  0  .  9GPM/D.U.E.  * 


84,600  GPD(60  GPM) 
105,675  GPD(75  GPM) 


80#/day 
99#/day 
100#/day 
125#/day 


150  D.U.E. 
190  D.U.E. 


150  GPM(0.216  MGD) 
171  GPM (0.246  MGD) 


*Head  controlled  output  of  all  pumps  operating  together. 
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ADVANTAGES   OF  OPTION  "B-3" 

The  pressure  collector  sewer  system  has  the 
advantages  already  discussed  in  Option  "B-2". 
The  operation  and  maintenance  costs  could  be  shared 
with  the  Town  Center  area   if  the  pressure  sewer 
regional  Option   ("A-5")   or  the  pressure  sewer/ 
subsurface  disposal  Option   ("A-4")   were  to  be 
implemented . 

This  Option  allows  a  significant  portion  of  the 
future  system  expansion  costs    (that  of  the  grinder 
pump  units)   to  be  charged  directly  to  the  user 
in  the  case  of  future  home  connections.     In  most 
cases,   the  pressure  collectors  employed  for  expansion 
would  be  those  already  installed  to  service  the 
existing  homes  as  a  porti:n  of  this  project. 

DISADVAInTAGES  OF  OPTION  "B-3" 

If,   in  the  future,   a  regional  approach  does 
become  the  ultimate  solution  here,  the  invest- 
ment associated  with  the  subsurface  disposal 
system  and  the  treatment  facility  would  be  lost 
except  for  their  salvage  value. 
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6.4.9  Option  "B-4"  Limited  Peauot  Pond  Area  - 
Subsurface  Disposal  with  Pressure  Sewers 

Option  "B-4"  is  similar  to  Option  "B-3"  but 
serves  only  those  homes  in  the  Pond  Area  iden- 
tified by  the  Town  Board  of  Health  as  currently 
having  the  most  pressing  subsurface  disposal 
problems.     Reducing  the  flow  to  the  15,000  gpd 
State  standard  permits  the  direct  subsurface 
discharge  of  effluent  without  the  need  for  inter- 
mediate treatment;   thus  the  sewage  treatment 
plant,  necessary  as  a  part  of  Option  "B-3,"  is 
not  required. 

The  area  serviced  by  this  option  is  depicted  on 
Figure  XIV  (pg.   123)   by  the  ellipse  near  the 
word  "Pond." 

ADVANTAGES  AND  DISADVANTAGES  OF  OPTION  "B-4" 

The  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  this  option 
are  essentially  the  same  as  those  reported  for 
Option  "B-3." 

This  option  does,  however,  have  one  additional 
advantage  and  disadvantage  when  compared  to  Option 
"B-3,"    caused  by  the  reduction  in  flow:     the  need 
for  a  sewage  treatment  plant  is  eliminated,  saving 
both  capital  and  0  &  M  costs,  but  the  ability  of 
the  system  to  expand  is  severely  limited. 
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TABLE  24 
DESIGN  CRITERIA  -  OPTION  "B-4" 
LIMITED  PEQUOT  POND  AREA  -  SUBSURFACE  DISPOSAL  WITH  PRESSURE  SEWERS 

A.  SOURCE  AVG.    FLOW  (GPP) 

1.  Homes  at  Pond 

32  homes  x  2.5  people/home  x  70  gpd/capita  5,600 

2.  Camp  Jahn  (seasonal) 

250  persons  @  20  gal/person/day  5 , 000 

PRESENT  TOTAL:  10,600 


Future  -  25  additional  homes 
2  5  X  2.5  X  70  gal/person/day 


4,375 


FUTURE  TOTAL:  14,975 


B.     Peak  Flows 

1.  Peak  Flows   (Present)    (3.0  x  Average)  =  31,800  GPD  (20  GPM) 

2.  Peak  Flows   (Future)    (3.0  x  Average)   =  44,925  GPD  (30  GPM) 


Organic  Considerations 

1.  BODS   (Present)     0.011  §  340  mg/1 

2.  B0D5    (Future)       0.015  @  340  mg/1 

3.  TSS   (Present)       0.011  @  430  mg/1 

4.  TSS   (Future)         0.015  (§  430  mg/l 


31#/day 
42#/day 
39#/day 
54#/day 


D.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served   (Present)  47  D.U.E. 

2.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served   (Future)  72  D.U.E. 

E.  Peak  Flow  Rate  Resulting  from  Grinder  Vvaap  Units 

Present:     47  D.U.E.  x  1.0  GPM/D.U.E.*  47  GPM   (0.07  MGD) 

Future:       72  D.U.E.   x  0.9  GPM/D.U.E.*  65  GPM   (0.09  MGD) 


*Head  controlled  output  of  all  pumps  operating  together. 
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7.      PLAN  SELECTION 

7 . 1      Views  of  Public  and  Concerned  Interests  on 
ODtions 

 h  

The  recommended  plan  represents  a  consensus  of 
the  opinions  and  recommendations  of  the  Town's 
citizens  and  appropriate  Town  Boards. 

A  public  hearing  was  held  on  April  15,   1981  and 
continued  on  April  29,   1981  at  7:30  p.m.   at  the 
Southampton  Town  Hall.     The  various  options  for 
resolving  the  existing  sewage  related  problems 
in  the  Town  Center  and  Ponds  areas  were  presented 
to  the  residents  together  with  the  environmental 
and  social  effects,  the  locations,   areas  of  ser- 
vice, and  monetary  costs  of  those  plans  found  by 
this  study  to  be  most  viable.     Summaries  of  these 
meetings  are  included  as  Appendix  C  to  this  report. 

Notification  of  the  hearing  was  sent  to  the  agencies 
listed  below.     No  responses  were  received. 

1.  Massachusetts  Division  of  Water  Pollution 
Control,  Boston 

2.  Lower  Pioneer  Valley  Regional  Planning 
Commission 

3.  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Boston 
"4.     Massachusetts  Department  of  Environmental 

Quality  Engineering,  Amherst 
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Public  meetings  concerning  either  Town  Center  or 
Pequot  Pond  were  held  on  March  5,  April  9,  and 
June  2,   1980  and  February  9,  March  30,  and 
April  6,  1981. 

7 . 2       Evaluation  and  Ranking  of  Proposals 

The  alternatives  for  servicing  the  Town  Center 
and  Pond  areas  differ  in  three  ways: 

1.  )     Type  of  collection  system  -  gravity 

vs.  pressure; 

2.  )     Type  of  disposal  system  -  regional 

vs.  local; 

3.  )     Area  of  service  -  limited  vs.  area-wid 
The  alternatives  were  evaluated  with  respect  to 
direct  monetary  costs,  environmental  impacts, 
operational  considerations,   energy  efficiency, 
flexibility,   social  impact,  etc. 

The  alternatives  for  each  area  are  listed  below. 


Identification 


Area  of 
Service 


Type  of 
Collection 
System 


Type  of 
Disposal 
System 


Town  Center : 


A-1 

A- 2 
A- 3 
A- 4 
A-5 
A- 6 


Area-Wide 


Town  Center 
Town  Center 
Town  Center 
Area-Wide 


Limited  Town  Ctr. 


Gravity 

Gravity 

Gravity 

Pressure 

Pressure 


Pressure 


Regional 

STP  &  Discharge 

STP  S  Leach  Field 

STP  &  Leach  Field 

Regional 

Leach  Field 


ALMER  HUNTLEY,  JR.,  &  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 

SURVEYORS    -    ENGINEERS    -  PLANNERS 


133. 


Ponds  Area : 


B-1 
B-2 
B-3 
B-4 


Area-Wide 
Area-Wide 
Pond  Area 


Limited  Pond  Area 


Gravity 
Pressure 


Pressure 


Pressure 


Regional 
Regional 

STP  &  Leach  Field 
Leach  Field 


Some  important  characteristics  of  each  are  listed  in  Table  26 


(next  page) . 


The  Town  considers  Option  A-6,   a  pressure  collector 
system  discharging  to  a  leach  field  servicing  a 
limited  area  of  Town  Center  and  Option  B-2,  a 
pressure  collector  system  discharging  to  the  City 
of  Westfield  sewerage  system  servicing  most  of  the 
eastern  Ponds  area  as  the  two  alternatives  that 
best  met  the  Town's  needs. 

Option  A-6  has  the  lowest  Total  Present  Worth 
and  services  only  that  area  of  Town  Center  that, 
according  to  the  Town  Board  of  Health,  has  the 
current  most  pressing  public  health  problems. 
Options  A-1  and  A-5  have  considerably  higher  Total 
Present  Worths  and  have  the  potential  to  encourage 
unwanted  growth  along  the  route  of  the  long  inter- 
ceptor into  Easthampton.     The  Total  Present  Worths 
of  Options  A-2,  A-3  and  A-4  are  also  greater  than 
that  of  Option  A-6;    in  addition,   Option  A-2  is 
not  feasible  since  it  requires  a  direct  discharge 
into  a  stream  having  a  relatively  low  flow. 
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Option  B-2  was  selected  even  though  it  has  the 
second  greatest  Total  Present  Worth  of  the  four 
Pond  options.     It  does,  however,  have  the  lowest 
Total  Present  Worth  per  Unit  Served  and,  most  im- 
portantly, best  supports  a  regional  approach  to 
solving  the  problems  of  the  entire  Ponds  area, 
including  those  sections  within     the  City  of 
Westfield  and  the  City  of  Holyoke.     Under  B-2  the 
sewage  is  transported  completely  out  of  the  drain- 
age area  for  the  Ponds,  another  advantage. 

7. 3       Selected  Plan 

Based  on  the  opinions  of  the  Town's  citizens 
and  governing  Boards,  the  cost-effectiveness 
analysis,   and  a  consideration  of  environmental 
concerns,  the  pressure  sewer-leach  field  system 
servicing  a  limited  area  of  Town  Center  and  the 
pressure  sewer-regional    disposal  system  ser- 
vicing the  eastern  shore  of  Pequot  Pond  are 
recommended  as  the  most  suitable  solutions  to  the 
existing  water  pollution  control  problems  in 
Southampton. 
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8.      PRELIMINARY  DESIGN 
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8.      PRELIMINARY  DESIGN 

8 . 1       Town  Center  and  Ponds  Collection  Systems 

Approximately  40,000  linear  feet  of  small  diameter 
pressure  sewer  piping  and  3,000  linear  feet  of 
12-inch  gravity  sewer  pipe  will  be  installed, 
most  under  existing  roads  and  streets.     The  system 
will  include  cleanout  structures,   shut-off  valves, 
and  air  relief  valves. 

Existing  septic  tanks  will  be  pumped  out  and  filled 
with  suitable  material  to  avoid  future  safety  prob- 
lems.    The  grinder  pump  units  will  be  installed  out- 
side the  buildings,   in  individual  watertight  "man- 
holes."    It  may  be  possible  to  "cluster"  up  to  three 
dwelling  units  around  a  single  grinder  unit  rather 
than  provide  a  separate  unit  for  each  dwelling  unit. 
During  the  design  phase  consideration  will  also  be 
given  to  powering  the  grinder  pump  units  from  a 
central  source  rather  than  rely  on  each  home's 
electrical  system. 

The  grinder  pumps  will  be  owned  and  maintained  by 
the  Town;  service  easements  will  be  obtained  when 
the  facilities  are  on  private  property. 
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A  typical  grinder  pump  configuration  is  depicted 
in  Figure  XV. 

The  sewage  flowing  from  Southampton  into  the 
Westfield  system  will  be  metered  at  the  Town- 
City  boundary. 

8 . 2       Town  Center  Leach  Field 

The  exact  location  of  the  disposal  site  for  the 
Town  Center  option  will  be  determined  during  the 
design  phase  of  the  project,   since  it  is  more 
appropriate  to  perform  the  required  detailed  geo- 
hydrologic  work  at  that  time.     However,  enough 
general  data  exists  to  enable  us  to  identify  two 
areas  appropriate  for  the  site   (see  Figure  XI-A) . 

Groundwater  conditions  are  favorable  at  both  sites 
and  percolation  rates   (determined  by  field  tests) 
are  about  2  minutes/inch. 

Based  on  this  information,   the  expected  16,000  gpd 
flow  and  the  requirements  of  Title  V  of  the  State 
Sanitary  Code,  the  following  preliminary  design  con- 
cepts are  considered  appropriate: 
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Figure  XV  -  Typical  Grinder  Pimp  Configuration 
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Pressure  Sewer  Distribution  Box  One  each 

Size  of  Septic  Tank    (150%  x  16,000  gpd)  =     24,000  gallons 
Use  two  12,000  gallon  tanks,  each 
10'   X  11'   X  25' 

Grease  Traps  =  1,500  gallons 
Ulse  two,   each  6'   x  6'   x  11  ' 

Siphon  Chambers  =  1,000  gallons 
Use  three,   each  7'  x  13' 

Distribution  Boxes  Six  each 

Leaching  Pits  Twelve  each 
Each  10'  deep  by  14'  diameter 

Total  land  required    including  buffer  zone  =  Two  acres 
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9.      ARRANGEMENTS  FOR  IMPLEMENTATION 

9 . 1  Institutional  Responsibilities 

The  Town  of  Southampton,  Massachusetts,  which 
will  operate  the  proposed  sewerage  systems, 
has  the  legal  authority  and  financial  capability 
to  construct  and  operate  the  proposed  facilities. 
A  copy  of  the  Resolution  of  Intent  of  the  Board 
of  Selectmen  to  construct  and  operate  the  pro- 
posed facilities  is  attached  as  a  part  of 
Appendix  B. 

An  assurance  of  compliance  with  Title  VI  of  the 
Civil  Rights  Act  of  1964  is  also  attached  as 
part  of  Appendix  B. 

9 . 2  Operation  and  Maintenance 

A  Plan  of  Operation  and  an  Operation  and  Main- 
tenance Manual  will  be  prepared  providing  for 
staffing,  management,   training,   and  sampling 
and  analysis  for  effective  operation  and  main- 
tenance of  the  facility.     A  State-certified 
operator  will  be  required  on  a  part-time  basis 
for  the  Town  Center  system,  perhaps  being  "shared 
with  a  nearby  Town,   to  operate  and  maintain  the 
facility . 
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Financial  Requirements 


EPA  Form  5700-32  is  attached  as  a  part  of 
Appendix  B. 

The  cost  of  implementing  the  program  recommended 
in  this  Plan,   divided  into  State  and  Federal 
grant  eligible  and  ineligible  portions,  is 
siimmarized  in  Tables  27,   28  and  29,  following. 

The  Town's  share  of  the  cost  of  the  project 
will  be  reduced  signi f icanriy  by  Sta-e  and 
Federal  grants,   in  amounts  of  from  40%  to  94% 
of  the  eligible  cost  of  the  sewer  system  and 
90%  to  94%  of  the  eligible  cost  of  the  dis- 
posal facility.     It  is  difficult  to  predict 
at  this  time  the  exact  amount  of  the  aid  be- 
cause of  the  complex  and  often  subjective 
nature  of  the  grants  process;   such  a  determina- 
tion is  typically  made  by  the  State  and  Federal 
government  during  processing  of  the  Step  3 
(construction)   grant  application. 

The  primary  basis  for  the  uncertainty  in  this 
analysis  lies  with  whether  or  not  the  pressure 
sewer  systems  recommended  in  this  report  qualify 
for  the  higher  funding  that  can  be  offered  under 
EPA's  Alternative/Innovative  Technology  Program. 
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TABLE  27 
ESTIMATED  COST  OF  PROJECT 
TOWN  CENTER 


Cost 

 Item  Total  Eligible  Irteligible 

Construction  &  Contingency 

Sewers  $610,000  $510,000  $  0 

Disposal  Facility  120,000  120,000  0 

Engineering 

Sewers  84,000  84,000  0 

Disposal  Facility  16,000  16,000  0 

Sites  &  Easements 

Sewers  18,000  0  18,000 

Disposal  Facility  15,000  15,000  0 

Interest  During  Construction  40,000  0  40,000 

Administrative,  Legal,  10,000   0  10, 000 

Financial 


TOTAL  $913,000  $845,000  $68,000 
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TABLE  28 
ESTIMATED  COST  OF  PROJECT 
PEQUOT  POND 


Cost 

Item  Total  Eligible  Ineligible 


Construction  &  Contingency 

Collector  Sewers  $765,000  $755,000  $  0 

Interceptor  Sewers  365,000  365,000  0 

Westfield  WWTP  100,000  0  100,000 

Engineering 

Collector  Sewers  105,000  105,000  0 

Interceptor  Sewers  50,000  50,000  0 

Sites  &  Easements 

Sewers  6,000  0  6,000 

Interest  During  Construction  50,000  0  50,000 

Administrative,  Legal,  10, 000   0_  10,000 

Financial 

TOTAL                                                $1,451,000  $1,285,000  $166,000 
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TABLE  29 
ESTIMATED  COST  OF  PROJECT 


TOTAL  PROJECT 
TABLE  27   -ir  TABLE  28 


Item 


Total 


Elicible 


Cost 


Ineliaible 


Construction  &  Contingency 
Collector  Sewers 
Interceptor  Sewers 
Disposal  Facility 
Westfield  WWTP 

Engineering 

Collector  Sewers 
Interceptor  Sewers 

Disposal  Facility 

Sites  S  Easements 
Sewers 

Disposal  Facility 

Interest  During  Construction 

Administrative,  Legal, 
Financial 


$1,375,000 
365,000 
120,000 
100,000 

189,000 

50,000 
16,000 


24,000 
15,000 

90,000 

20,000 


$1,375,000 
365,000 
120,000 
0 


189,000 
50,000 
16,000 


0 

15,000 
0 
0 


?  0 
0 
0 

100,000 


24,000 
0 

90,000 
20.000 


TOTAL 


$2,364,000  $2,130,000 


$234,000 
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Because  of  this  all  Town  costs  will  be  presented 
in  this  report  as  a  range  of  costs;   these  costs 
are  summarized  in  Table  30. 

The  Town's  share  of  the  capital  cost  of  the 
project  ranges  from  $379,000  to  $1,305,000. 

The  Town  has  not  yet  determined  how  the  cost 
of  the  project  will  be  distributed  but  as  one 
extreme  we  can  assume  that  the  user  will  be 
assessed  as  much  of  the  cost  as  is  legally 
possible.     Certain  costs,  however,  may  appear 
on  the  tax  rate:     interest  during  construction, 
$90,000    (cannot  be  bonded  for  under  Massachusetts 
General  Law);   the  Town's  share  of  the  cost  of 
the  Septage  Truck,    $3,200     (will  be  used  to 
pump  the  tanks  of  individuals  not  on  the  system; 
and  the  Town's  share  of  the  cost  of  servicing 
Town  Facilities. 

To  determine  a  "per  user"  cost  it  is  necessary 
to  first  determine  the  total  number  of  assessable 
"units."     Based  on  the  number  of  sources  re- 
ported for  Options  A-6  and  B-2,   the  number  of 
"present"  users  total  236,  with  223  (95%) 
representing  private  and  commercial  facilities 
and  13    (5%)   representing  Town  facilities. 
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TABLE  30 
TOWN  SHARE  OF  PROJECT  COSTS 


Town  Share 


Minimum  Aid 


Maximum  Aid 


Construction  &  Contingency 
Collector  Sewers 
Interceptor  Sewers 
Disposal  Facility 
Westfield  WWTP 

Engineering 

Collector  Sewers 
Interceptor  Sewers 
Disposal  Facility 

Sites  &  Easements 
Sewers 

Disposal  Facility 
Interest  During  Construction 
Administrative,  Legal,  Financial 

TOTAL 


825,000  (60%) 

36,500  (10%) 

12,000  (10%) 

100,000  (100%) 


189,000  (100%) 
5,000  (10%) 
1,600  (10%) 


24,000  (100%) 

1,600  (10%) 

90,000  (100%) 

20,000  (100%) 


$1,304,700 


$  82,500  (6%) 

36,500  (10%) 

7,200  (6%) 

100,000  (100%) 


11,300  (6%) 
5,000  (10%) 
1,000  (6%) 


24,000  (100%) 
1,000  (6%) 

90,000  (100%) 

20,000  (100%) 

$378,500 


Note:  The  percentages  in  parentheses  represent 
the  Town's  share  of  the  Total  Item  Cost. 
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To  summarize,   although  the  Town  has  not  yet 
determined  how  the  cost  of  the  system  will  be 
distributed  we  can  assume  the  extreme  case  of 
the  user  paying  as  much  as  is  legally  possible  - 
paying  all  Town  costs  except  interest  during 
construction,  the  cost  of  the  Septage  Truck, 
and  the  cost  of  servicing  Town  facilities. 
These  three  costs  may  appear  on  the  tax  rate 
and  may  be  borne  by  all  property  taxpayers  (both 
system  user  and  non-user) . 

The  total  capital  cost  assessable  per  private 
or  commercial  unit  may  range  from  $1,220  to 
$5,160  while  the  capital  cost  assessable  against 
the  tax  rate  may  range  from  $110,000  to  $160,000. 

The  yearly  unit  capital  cost,   assuming  a  5%, 
40-year  U.S.  Farmers  Home  Administration  Loan, 
may  range  from  $70   to  $300   plus  the  increase  in 
the  tax  rate  attributable  to  the  project. 

Operation  and  maintenance  costs,  totalling 
$23,000  per  year,  may  also  be  apportioned  among 
users  and  non-users   (with  non-users  assessed  a 
portion  of  the  cost  of  servicing  Town  facilities) 
The  yearly  private  and  commercial  0  &  M  cost  is 
estimated  as  $100  with  $1,150  paid  for  by  the 
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entire  Town  through  increased  property  taxes. 


Total  yearly  unit  costs    (capital  and  0  &  M)  for 
users  may  range  from  $170   to  $400   plus  the  amount 
placed  on  the  tax  rate. 

At  this  time  the  Town  intends  to  apply  for  a 
U.S.  Farmers  Home  Administration  loan  to  finance 
the  Town's  share  of  the  capital  cost  of  the 
project. 

9 . 4         Implementation  Schedule 

Submit  Plan  to  Mass.   D^VPC  for  Review  July,  1981 

Plan  Approved,   Step  2  Design  Grant  Offered    Jan.,  1982 

Submit  Design  Drawings  to  Mass.  DWPC  for        Jan.,  1983 
Review 

Drawings  Approved,  Step  3  (Construction)         June,  1983 
Grant  Offered 

Project  Advertised  July,  1983 

Construction  Begins  Oct.,  1983 

Construction  Complete  July,  1985 
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10.      ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
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10.      ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT 
10.1     Existing  Environmental  Conditions  T'Uthout  Project 

Planning  Area 

The  Town  of  Southampton  is  approximately  29  square  miles 
in  area  and  is  located  along  Route  10  in  Hampshire 
County,  Western  Massachusetts.     It  is  bordered  by 
Westhampton  and  Easthampton  to  the  north,  Easthampton 
and  Holyoke  to  the  east.  West field  to  the  south,  and 
Montgomery  and  ELuntington  to  the  west.     It  is  situated 
approximately  20  miles  northwest  of  Springfield, 
Massachusetts  and  100  miles  west  of  Boston. 

Topography  and  Soils 

The  majority  of  the  Town  is  located  in  the  Connecticut 
River  Basin  and  drains  via  the  Manhan  River.     A  small 
portion  in  the  southeastern  corner  of  Town  drains  to 
the  Westfield  River  via  Pequot  Pond  and  Pond  Brook. 
The  rolling  topography  here  is  characterized  by  moderate 
inclines  in  most  populated  areas   (circa  200'  elev. ,  m.s.l.), 
interspersed  with  hills  of  400'  to  500'  elevation.  The 
topography  rises  quickly  in  the  northwest  with  steep, 
rugged  slopes  to  the  1,160'   elevation  at  the  top  of 
Pomeroy  Mountain.     The  soils  in  the  east  are  a  mixture 
of  many  types,  while  in  the  west  it  is  mostly  rough  and 
stony.     Soils  in  Southampton  are  generally  considered  to 
be  unsuitable  for  on-lot  sewage  disposal  systems  with 
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63%  of  the  total  land  area  designated  as  having  "severe 
limitations"  for  such  systems,  per  reports  published  by 
the  Lower  Pioneer  Valley  Regional  Planning  Commission 
(LPVRPC) .     Where  soils  are  known  to  be  unsuitable, 
large  lot  zoning  is  presently  in  effect  under  Town  Zoning 
Ordinances. 

The  Town  Center  priority  study  area  consists  of  a  some- 
what impervious  colloidal  type  of  soil  with  a  seasonally 
high  water  table,   the  combination  of  which  imposes  severe 
limitations  on  on-site  disposal  facilities.     The  Pond  area 
exhibits  soils  of  a  permeable  nature  which,  while  nor- 
mally suitable  for  subsurface  disposal  per  se,  allow  un- 
renovated  contaminants  to  migrate  through  the  soil  to 
adjacent  private  water  supplies  and,  potentially,  to  the 
Pond  itself. 

Water  Quality 

The  majority  of  the  Town  is  a  watershed  contributory  to 
the  Manhan  River;   however,   the  smaller  Pequot  Pond 
environs  drain  to  Pond  Brook,  a  tributary  of  the  Westfield 
River.     Water  segments  within  the  planning  area  have  been 
designated  "Class  B"  by  the  Massachusetts  Division  of 
Water  Pollution  Control    (MA-DIVPC)   per  "Massachusetts 
Water  Quality  Standards,"  adopted  September  1,  1978. 
Waters  assigned  to  this  Class  are  designated  for  the 
following  uses:     "protection  and  propagation  of  fish 
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and  other  aquatic  life  and  wildlife;  and  for  primary 
and  secondary  recreation." 

The  Manhan  River  exhibits  a  limited  assimilative  nature 
due  to  its  low  volume  of  flow.     There  is  no  permanent 
river  flow  gauging  station  located  on  the  Manhan  River 
in  Southampton.     However,  the  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior  did  record  flow  data  there  in  1971  and  1972. 
This  data  was  published  in  "Water  Resources  Data  for 
Massachusetts,  Rhode  Island,  Vermont  and  New  Hampshire 
(1972)."    These  measurements  were  performed  at  the 
Loudville  Road  Bridge  where  the  Manhan  passes  into 
Easthampton  from  Southampton.     This  point  is  downstream 
from  the  confluence  of  the  North  Branch  with  the  main 
watercourse  and,  therefore,  shows  even  higher  flow 
rates  than  would  be  experienced  at  any  potential  munici- 
pal discharge  location  in  Southampton's  Town  Center. 
The  recorded  flows  are: 


10  - 

7  - 

71 

18 

Cubic  Feet  per  Second  (CFS 

4  - 

11  - 

72 

154 

CPS 

9  - 

14  - 

72 

25 

CFS 

9  - 

29  - 

72 

18 

CFS 

Potable  Water 

Presently,  municipal  water  is  provided  to  the  greater 
Town  Center  vicinity,  along  the  College  Highway  corri- 
dor from  Valley  Road  to  the  Center  of  Town,  and 
northerly  to  include  all  of  College  Highway  older  sub- 
divisions along  the  way.     Also  included  are  portions 
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of  Fomer  Road,   Brickyard  Road,   and  Glendale  Road. 
The  supply  inventory  for  this  public  system  consists 
of  two  sources,   a  direct  tap  to  one  of  two  parallel 
Holyoke  Water  Works  transmission  mains  that  supply  the 
neighboring  City  of  Holyoke  from  the  Tighe-Carmody 
Reservoir  located  in  the  western  portion  of  Southampton, 
and  a  aravel  developed  well  located  adjacent  to  the 
Manhan  River  northwest  of  the  intersection  of  College 
Highway  with  Glendale  Road.     This  well  has  a  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Public  Health  rated  safe  yield  of  331,000  GPD, 
although  pumping  tests  have  established  that  the  well  is 
capable  of  producing  up  to  790,000  GPD.     The  well  water 
and  the  reservoir  water  are  not  currently  treated . 

The  Pequo-c  Pond  area  is  served  entirely  by  private 
"on-site"  water  supplies,   a  questionable  practice  in 
an  area  of  crowded,  undersized,   and  often  obsolete 
individual  subsurface  disposal  systems.     One  serious 
concern  in  this  area  is  the  fact  that  only  fifty  (50) 
percent  have  deep  well  water  supply. 

A  tested  and  proven  municipal  well  site  exists  at  the 
northern  end  of  Pequot  Pond  and  should  be  considered 
endangered  if  pollution  of  the  Pond  worsens.  Plans 
and  specifications  were  prepared  for  the  installation 
of  a  new  municipal  water  supply  well  at  this  site. 
Financing  for  the  construction  has  not  yet  been  ob- 
tained, and  the  plan  has  not  been  implemented. 
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Economic,  Demographic  and  Land-Use  Data 

The  Town  of  Southampton  is  a  rural/suburban  residential 
community  located  near  the  Springfield  -  Holyoke  - 
Chicopee  metropolitan  area  and  is  a  part  of  that  same 
Standard  Metropolitan  Statistical  Area   (SMSA) . 
Approximately  6%  of  the  total  land  area  is  occupied 
by  residential,  commercial,  and  related  uses  while 
the  balance  of  the  land  is  under  agricultural  usage 
or  is  vacant. 

Southampton  has  little  commercial  or  industrial  activity 
and  relies  primarily  on  out-of-town  employment  oppor- 
tunities.    Therefore,  economic  conditions  are  influenced 
by  the  neighboring  communities.     Agricultural  activity 
consists  of  small-scale  dairy  operations,   an  orchard, 
and  wide-spread  plots  of  tillage.     Educational  facilities 
consist  of  an  elementary  and  a  middle  school  in 
Southampton,  while  secondary  education  is  shared  with 
four  other  Hampshire  County  towns  on  a  regional  basis 
(Hampshire  Regional  School  District) . 

The  19  7  5  State  Census  population  count  for  Southampton 
is  3,770.     The  1970  U.S.  Census  showed  a  population  of 
3,069  residing  in  912  housing  units  with  a  2%  vacancy 
rate  and  exhibiting  a  median  population  of  3.3  per  unit. 
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Other  Environmental  Conditions 

Average  annual  precipitation  amounts  to  greater  than 
45  inches  in  Southampton  and  snow  generally  covers  the 
ground  from  late  December  to  mid- April.     There  are 
two   (2)   surface  water  impoundments  within  the  Town 
boundaries;  the  larger  is  the  Tighe-Carmody  Reservoir 
that  provides  water  to  the  City  of  Holyoke  and  is  lo- 
cated on  the  Manhan  River  near  the  western  tovm  boundary 
Another  reservoir   ("TVhite")   is  located  in  the  northwest 
section  of  Tovm,  on  the  Manhan  River  upstream  from  the 
Tighe-Carmody  site.     Both  reservoirs  are  several  hundred 
feet  higher  in  elevation  than  Southam.pton '  s  residential 
areas  and  each  is  separated  therefrom  by  ranaes  of  hills 
This  situation  precludes  any  possible  contamination  of 
the  impoundments  by  the  Town's  wastewaters. 

There  are  no  known  special  environmental  factors  such 
as  wetlands,   flood  plains,   unique  plant  or  animal 
communities,  wildlife  habitats,  archeological  features, 
air  quality  factors,  or  other  factors  that  would  be 
significantly  affected  by  the  waste  treatment  alter- 
natives addressed  herein. 

Existing  Treatment  Systems  and  Wastewater  Flows 

The  Town  of  Southampton  presently  relies  solely  on  in- 
dividual, privately  owned,   subsurface  disposal  systems. 
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Two  areas  of  Town 
problem  areas  due 
of  these  systems. 


have  been  recognized  as  priority 

to  the  general  substandard  performance 

Town  Center  and  Peauot  Pond. 
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10.2     Future  Environment  Without  the  Project 
General 

Future  conditions  projected  for  the  planning  area 
are  addressed  in  this  section  of  the  Environmental 
Assessment  as  they  relate  to  and  influence  the 
water  pollution  control  needs  of  the  Town  and  the 
forecasted  flows  and  waste  loads.     The  planning 
period,  upon  which  the  preliminary  designs  are 
based,   considers  a  span  of  20  years  beyond  the  an- 
ticipated initiation  of  operation  of  the  proposed 
treatment  systems. 

Land  Use 

The  residential/agricultural  land  use  pattern  in 
Southampton  is  expected  to  continue  unchanged  for 
the  foreseeable  future.     Commercial  and  industrial 
growth  will  likely  occur  only  on  a  limited  scale. 
No  uses  of  this  sort  are  anticipated  which  would 
generate  any  substantial  volumes  or  concentrations 
of  waste.     The  limited  availability  of  building  lots 
along  the  majority  of  the  proposed  sewerage  system 
routes  would  tend  to  negate  any  major  effects  that 
a  municipal  sewerage  system  might  have  on  future 
residential  development.     Any  growth  in  areas  along 
the  proposed  sewers  should  be  consistent  with  the 
Town's  Zoning  By-Laws  and  the  projections  presented 
in  Town  Water  and  Zoning  master  plans. 
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Demographic  and  Economic  Projections 

Population  projections  were  developed  by  the  Lower  Pioneer 
Valley  Regional  Planning  Commission   (LPVRPC)   as  part  of 
the  requirements  for  a  HUD  701  Land  Use  Study,  and  were 
adopted  by  that  Agency's  20  8  Areawide  Wastewater  Treatment 
Management  Plan   (refer  to  the  following  Table) . 

TABLE 

POPULATION  DATA  AND  PROJECTIONS 


Year 


Population 


Housoholds 


1930    (U.S.  Census) 

194  0 

1950 

1960 

1970 

1975     (State  Census) 
1980  (Projected) 
1990 
2  0  0  0 


931 
950 
1,  387 

2  ,192 

3  ,069 
3,770 

4  ,410 
5,440 
6,110 


868 

1,400 
1  ,844 
2,144 


The  population  growth  of  Southampton  has  been  slow  over 
the  years  until  19  50,  but  has  increased  markedly  and 
steadily  since  that  time.     Between  the  years  of  1950 
and  1960,  population  increased  by  58%,  while  an  increase 
in  population  of  40%  occurred  from  1960  to  1970. 
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A  State  Census,  taken  in  1975,   showed  a  population  of 
3,110.     Steady  population  increases  are  expected  to 
continue  in  the  future,  as  development  patterns  along 
Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  and  College  Highway  continue  at 
the  present  rate.     A  direct  cause  of  this  growth  can 
be  attributed  to  the  construction  of  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  and  Interstate  Route  91   since    access  to  these 
transportation  corridors  lessens  coininuting  time,  causing 
in-migration  to  occur. 

Future  Environment  of  Planning  Area  Without  Project 

Public  health  and  odor  problems  will  continue  to  occur 
in  the  planning  area  if  the  "no  project"  alternative  is 
chosen. 

The  currently  recognized  eutrophic  condition  of  Pequot 
Pond  will  continue  to  accelerate.     The  converted  summer 
homes,  densely  clustered  at  the  Pond's  edge,  will  likely 
suffer  contamination  of  the  individual  on-site  water 
supplies  as  the  outdated  and  undersized  existing  on-lot 
septic  systems  continue  to  be  overloaded,  with  the 
occasional  condemnation  of  dwellings  as  a  consequence. 

The  Town  Center  on-lot  systems  will  continue  to  threaten 
the  Manhan  River,  a  high  quality  stream  of  low  assimila- 
tive capacity,  which  passes  adjacent  to  the  Town's 
groundwater  supply.     As  these  closely  grouped,  generally 
substandard  and  outmoded  systems  age,  it  is  logical  to 
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foresee  both  pollutional  problems  at  this  municipal 
water  source  and  the  initiation  of  dwelling  condemna- 
tion proceedings  in  the  Town  Center  area  due  to  failing 
and  uncorrectable  on-site  systems. 

The  two  surface  water  impoundments  in  Southampton  which 
provide  water  to  the  City  of  Holyoke  would  not  be  affected 
by  a  "no  project"  option,  due  to  geographic  and  hydrologic 
separation  from  the  problem  sources. 
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10.3     Evaluation  of  Alternatives 
General 

This  Section  presents  and  examines  the  many  possible 
solutions  to  the  water  pollution  control  problems 
of  Southampton. 

Baseline:     Optimum  Operation  of  Existing  Facilities 

The  existing  waste  water  disposal  facilities  in  Southampton 
consist  entirely  of  individual  on-lot  subsurface  disposal 
systems.     As  previously  discussed,  many  of  these  systems 
were  not  constructed  in  accordance  with  modern  standards 
and/or  were  never  intended  for  the  current  year-round 
usage . 

Information  resultant  from  the  user  survey  demonstrates 
an  existing  frequency  of  routine  system  maintenance  that 
can  be  considered  normal  in  a  residential  community. 
It  would  be  reasonable  to  expect  that  significant  long- 
term  gains  in  town-wide  system  efficiency  would  ensue 
following  either  a  user  education  program  or  a  maintenance 
enforcement  program.     However,   since  physical,   rather  than 
operational,  characteristics  of  the  system  are  the  root 
of  the  problems,  it  can  therefore  be  concluded  that  the 
present  situation  closely  represents  the  optimum  level 
of  operation  efficiency  that  can  be  attained  by  the 
existing  facilities. 
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Regional  Solutions 

The  Town  of  Southampton  is  located  between  the  Town  of 
Easthampton  to  the  north,  and  the  City  of  Westfield  to 
the  south.     Each  of  these  two  adjacent  communities  pres- 
ently has  available,  or  is  involved  in  the  planning  of 
major  interceptor  sewers  terminating  near  the  Southampton 
town  boundary  and  sized  during  design  with  reserve  capa- 
city to  transport  wastewater  from  areas  in  Southampton 
to  each  respective  municipal  Waste  Water  Treatment 
Facility    (W.W.T.F. ) . 

The  Southampton  Town  Center  area  is  approximately  20,000 
feet   (4  miles)   from  the  existing  Hannum  Brook  Interceptor 
terminus  near  the  intersection  of  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road 
and  Loudville  Road  in  Easthampton.     The  Pequot  Pond  area 
lies  approximately  10,000  feet   (2  miles)   from  the  end 
point  of  the  Arm  Brook  Interceptor  in  Westfield  (pres- 
ently under  construction) . 

Two  regional  Town  Center  options  would  serve  portions 
of  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road,  College  Highway   (Route  10) , 
Gunn  Road,  and  Mountain  View  Circle  along  with  the  Town 
Center.     These  solutions  would  provide  service  to  the 
residential  concentration  north  of  the  Town  Center  in- 
cluding the  Norris  Middle  School,   several  large  multi- 
unit  residential  buildings,  a  few  small  commercial 
structures,  and  a  significant  number  of  homes. 
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A  substantial  length  of  Pomeroy  Meadow  Road  (approximately 
2  miles) ,   zoned  for  residential  development,  would  also 
be  served  by  gravity  sewerage  as  the  wastewater  is  trans- 
ported to  the  Easthampton  interceptor  terminus.     No  un- 
foreseen growth  would  result  from  either  of  these  installa- 
tions, as  Town  planning  policies  and  existing  zoning  by- 
laws provide  for  the  continued  residential  development 
of  the  remaining  land  in  these  areas. 

Pequot  Pond  is  a  single  geographical  locality,  divided 
politically  by  the  Southampton/Westf ield  boundary,  with 
approximately  40%  of  the  Pond's  surface  area  lying  in 
Southampton.     Since  the  local  pollutional  problems, 
described  previously,  are  common  to  the  area  homes  in 
both  jurisdictions  and  since  the  Arm  Brook  Interceptor 
is  designed  to  accomodate  the  waste  loads  of  the  entire 
Pequot  Pond  District,  a  joint  Southampton/Westf ield 
solution  on  a  regional  basis  may  be  indicated.  The 
land  use  pattern  in  Southampton  and  Westfield  would  not 
be  significantly  altered  by  this  extension  of  the  inter- 
ceptor.    The  land  influenced  in  Southampton  is  a  rela- 
tively small  area  and  is  currently  zoned  "R-V"  (Residential 
Village;    30,000  square  foot  minimum  lot  area),  the 
densest  residential  usage  allowable  under  Town  Zoning 
Ordinances.     This  "R-V"  designation  demonstrates  a 
planning  intent  which  is  compatible  with  interceptor 
extension.     The  area  in  Westfield  along  this  sewerage 
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extension  is  a  combination  of  existing  residential  uses, 
and  existing  and  proposed  business  uses.     The  adjacent 
industrially-zoned  land  will  be  served  by  the  Arm  Brook 
Interceptor. 

Alternative  Wastewater  Treatment  Systems 

The  Best  Practicable  Waste  Treatment  Technology  (BPWTT) 
management  techniques  considered  herein  include: 

1.  Biological  treatment  with  discharge  to 
receiving  waters. 

2.  Treatment  and  reuse. 

3.  Land  application. 

4.  Subsurface  treatment  and  disposal. 
Consideration  was  also  given  to  a  "no-action"  plan  which 
would  do  nothing  to  alleviate  the  current  problems. 
Pequot  Pond  would  continue  to  eutrophy  and  perhaps  lose 
its  recreational  status  permanently,  while  individual 
wells  in  that  area  would  become  unusable  due  to  unreno- 
vated  septic  effluent  infiltration  into  the  ground  water. 
More  homes  would  have  to  be  condemned,  due  to  failing 
individual  subsurface  disposal  systems  on  lots  too  small 
to  construct  new  systems  in  compliance  with  modern  regu- 
lations.    The  Town  Center  would  suffer  an  increase  in 
the  existing  public  health  and  odor  problems  and,  here 
too,  homes  with  failing  systems  on  substandard  lots 
would  have  to  be  condemned.     The  fecal  col i form  counts 

in  the  adjacent  Manhan  River,   a  stream  of  recognized 
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low  assimilative  capacity,  could  continue  to  rise  to  a 
point  at  which  regulator  agencies  would  insist  that 
the  problems  be  identified  and  remedied. 

1.  Treatment  and  Discharge  to  Receiving  Waters 
This  technique  is  applicable  to  the  Town  Center  only; 
the  discharge  of  treated  wastewater  into  lakes  or  ponds 
is  not  practiced  in  Massachusetts.     Therefore,  this  is 
not  a  feasible  solution  for  the  Pequot  Pond  Study  Area. 

2 .  Treatment  and  Reuse 

Treatment  and  reuse  was  considered,  but  eliminated  as  a 
practical  solution  due  to  the  high  relative  cost  of 
treatment  and  distribution,  particularly  in  this  area 
which  exhibits  no  shortage  of  available  water  supply 
and  receives  an  annual  average  precipitation  of  45  inches. 

3 .     Land  Application 
Land  application  facilities  would  require  holding  lagoons 
capable  of  retaining  several  months  of  flow  during  the 
winter.     Land  requirements  for  this  alternative  would 
be  considered  excessive  to  serve  either  of  these  small 
population  centers.     It  would  be  difficult,  due  to 
topographical  restraints,  to  choose  a  lagoon  site  near 
the  Pond  or  the  Town  Center  which  would  not  be  objec- 
tionably close  to  the  residential  neighborhoods.  There 
are  no  large  areas  of  non  food  chain  acreage  conveniently 
near  either  location. 
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4 .     Subsurface  Treatment  and  Disposal 
This  treatment  method  is  considered  for  both  the  Town 
Center  area  and  the  Pequot  Pond  area.     For  several  sub- 
surface options  the  flows  to  such  facility (ies)  would 
be  in  excess  of  15,000  GPD  and  would,   in  accordance 
with  State  and  Federal  policies,  require  treatment 
works  commensurate  with  the  protection  of  gradient 
groundwater  usage  prior  to  subsurface  disposal.     A  com- 
prehensive investigation  of  subsurface  site  conditions, 
including  geo-hydrological  pilot  testing  and  monitoring, 
is  also  required  during  the  final  site  selection  process 
for  an  over  15,000  GPD  flow  with  subsurface  disposal. 

Evaluation  and  Ranking  of  Proposals 

The  alternatives  for  servicing  the  Town  Center  and  Pond 
areas  differ  in  three  ways: 

1)  .     Type  of  collection  system  -  gravity  vs.  pressure 

2)  .     Type  of  disposal  system  -  regional  vs.  local; 

3)  .     Area  of  service  -  limited  vs.  area-wide. 
The  alternatives  were  evaluated  with  respect  to  direct 
monetary  costs,  environmental  impacts,  operational  con- 
siderations, energy  efficiency,   flexibility,   social  im- 
pact, etc. 

The  alternatives  for  each  area  are  listed  on  the 
following  page. 
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Type  of 

Tvce  of 

Area  of 

Collection 

Disposal 

Identification  Service 

System 

Svstem 

Town  Center 

A-1 

Area-Wide 

Gravity 

Regional 

A- 2 

Tov/n  Center 

Gravity 

STP  &  Discharge 

A- 3 

Town  Center 

Gravity 

STP  &  Leach  Field 

A- 4 

Tovvii  Center 

Pre  s  sure- 

STP  &  Leach  Field 

A-5 

Area-Wide 

Pressure 

Pveqional 

A-6 

I^imited  Town  Ctr. 

Pres  3ur  _ 

Lea  en  Fi^'.  i 

Ponds  Area 

B-1 

Area-Wide 

Gra'-ity 

Regional 

B-2 

Area-Wide 

Pressure 

Se-jioPcil 

B-3 

Pond  Area 

Pressure 

STP  &  L-.^ach  ^iell 

B-4 

Limited  Pond  Area 

Pressure 

L.ear;i  Field 

Some  important  characteristics  of  each  are  listed  in 
the  Table  on  the  following  page. 

The  Town  considers  Option  A-6,  a  pressure  collector 
system  discharging  to  a  leach  field  servicing  a  limited 
area  of  Town  Center  and  Option  B-2,   a  pressure  collector 
system  discharging  to  the  City  of  Westfield  sewerage 
system  servicing  most  of  the  eastern  Ponds  area  as  the 
two  alternatives  that  best  meet  the  Town's  needs. 

Option  A-6  has  the  lowest  Total  Present  Worth  and  ser- 
vices only  that  area  of  Town  Center  that,   according  to 
the  Town  Board  of  Health,  has  the  current  most  pressing 
public  health  problems.     Options  A-1  and  A-5  have  con- 
siderably higher  Total  Present  Worths  and  have  the  poten- 
tial to  encourage  unwanted  growth  along  the  route  of  the 
long  interceptor  into  Easthampton.     The  Total  Present 
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Worths  of  Options  A-2,  A-3  and  A-4  are  also  greater 
than  that  of  Option  A-6:   in  addition,  Option  A-2  is 
not  feasible  since  it  reauires  a  direct  discharge  into 
a  stream  having  a  relatively  low  flow. 

Option  B-2  V7as  selected  even  though  it  has  the  second 
greatest  Total  Present  ^'Torth  of  the  four  Pond  options. 
It  does,  however,  have  the  lowest  Total  Present  Worth 
per  Unit  Served  and,  most  importantly,  best  supports 
a  regional  approach  to  solving  the  problems  of  the 
entire  Ponds  area,   including  those  sections  within  the 
City  of  Westfield  and  the  City  of  Holyoke.     Under  B-2 
the  sewage  is  transported  completely  out  of  the  drainage 
area  for  the  Ponds,  another  advantage. 

Selected  Plan 

Based  on  the  opinions  of  the  Town's  citizens  and  governina 
Boards,  the  cost-effectiveness  analysis,  and  a  considera- 
tion of  environmental  concerns,  the  pressure  sewer-leach 
field  system  servicing  a  limited  area  of  Town  Center 
and  the  pressure  sewer-regional  disposal  system,  ser- 
vicing the  eastern  shore  of  Peauot  Pond  are  recommended 
as  the  most  suitable  solutions  to  the  existing  water 
pollution  control  problems  in  Southampton   (see  the 
following  two  figures) . 

The  recommended  plan  represents  a  consensus  of  the  opinions 
and  recomm.endations  of  the  Town's  citizens  and  appropriate 
Town  Boards. 

ALMER  HUNTLEY,  JR..  &  ASSOCIATES,  INC. 

SURVEYORS    -    ENGINEERS    -  PLANNERS 


172. 


LEGEND 

TO'/N  WELL  SITE 
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PRESSURE  INTERCEPTOR 
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FIGURE 

PLAN  OF  OPTION  A  -  6 
TOWN  CENTER  LIMITED 
SUBSURFACE  DISPOSAL  WITH 
PRESSURE  SEWERS 

SCALE:     1"  -  20G0' 
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FIGURE 
PLAN  OF  OPTION  B-2 
FEGUOT  POND  AREA- 
REGIONAL  SOLUTION  WITH  PRESSUR 
SEWERS 

SCALE     i"  =  2000' 
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A  public  hearing  was  held  on  April  15,   1981  and  con- 
tinued on  April  29,   1931  at  7:30  p.m.   at  the  Southampton 
Town  Hall.     The  various  options  for  resolving  the 
existing  sewage  related  problems  in  the  Town  Center 
and  Ponds  areas  were  presented  to  the  residents 
together  with  the  environmental  and  social  effects,  the 
locations,  areas  of  service,  and  monetary  costs  of  those 
plans  found  by  this  study  to  be  most  viable. 

Preliminary  Design 

The  following  two  Tables  summarize  the  projected  present 
and  future  Town  Center  and  Pequot  Pond  flows  and  loadings. 

Town  Center  and  Ponds  Collection  Systems 

Approximately  40,000  linear  feet  of  small  diameter 
pressure  sewer  piping  and  3,000  linear  feet  of  12-inch 
gravity  sewer  pipe  will  be  installed,  most  under  existing 
roads  and  streets.     The  system  will  include  cleanout 
structures,   shut-off  valves,  and  air  relief  valves. 

Existing  septic  tanks  will  be  pumped  out  and  filled  with 
suitable  material  to  avoid  future  safety  problems. 
The  grinder  pump  units  will  be  installed  outside  the  • 
buildings,   in  individual  watertight  "manholes."     It  may 
be  possible  to  "cluster"  up  to  three  dwelling  units 
around  a  single  grinder  unit  rather  than  provide  a 
separate  unit  for  each  dwelling  unit.     During  the  design 
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TABLE 

DESIGN  CRITERIA  -  OPTION  "A-6" 
TO^^IN  CENTER  LIMITED  -   SUBSURFACE  DISPOSAL  WITH  PRESSURiZ  SEWERS 

A.      Source  AVEF-AGE  FLOW  (GPD) 


1.  Town  Hall 

6  persons  (a  15  gal/person/day  90 

2.  Town  Hall  Assembly 

50  persons  @  3  gal/person/day  150 

3.  Library 

7  persons  ^   15  gal/person/day  105 

4.  Fire  Station 

3  persons  9  15  gal/person/day  4  5 

5.  School  (center) 

265  persons  (§  10  gal/person/day  2,650 

6.  Church 

140  persons  @  3  gal/person/day  420 

7.  Grange 

80  persons  (3  3  gal/person/day  240 

8.  Conant  Park 

100  persons  Q  5  gal/person/day  500 

9.  Sixty   (60)  Homes 

(60  X  3.0  =  180  persons) 

180  persons  (3  70  gal/person/day  12,600 

PRESENT  TOTAL:  16,800 

B .  Peak  Flows 

1.     Peak  Flows  -  Present:      (3.0  x  Average)    =  5  0,4  00  G?J   (35  GF 

C .  Organic  Considerations 

1.  ECD^    (Present):      0.017   '3   340  =  48ti/dav 

2.  TSS    (Present):        0.017  i?  430  =  61#/day 

D .  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 


1.     Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served    (Present)      73  D.U.E. 
E .     Peak  Flow  Rate  Resulting  from  Grinder  Pump  Units 

1.     Present:      7  3  D.U.E.   x  1  GPM/D.U.E.*     7  3  GPM   (0.03  3  MGD) 
*nead  controlled  output  of  all  pumps  operating  together. 
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TABLE 


DESIGN  CRITERIA  -  OPTIOfl 


PEQU'^T  POND  ARI'-A   -   RECIONAL  SOLUTIOrJ  VJITH   PI-^SSL'kL  SEWLHS 


SOURCE 


AVG.   FLOW  (GPD) 


Homes  at  Pond  S.  Pequot  Rd.  ,  Southampton 

144  Homes  X  2.5  people/home  x     70  gpd/capita 


Bleumer  Road  Fire  Station 

3  persons      15  gal/person/day 


Aloha  Snack  Bar  (Seasonal) 
15  seats  &  10  gal/ seat/ day 


150 


Mahoney ' s  Package  Store 

3  5  persons  9  3  gaJ /person/day 


10  5 


Camp  Jahn  (Seasonal) 

250  persons  @  20  gal/person/day 


5,000 


PRESENT  TOTAL 


30, 5ro 


6.     Future  -  64  additional  homes 
64  X  2.5  X     70  gal/person/day 


■V7'JRE  TOTA: 


41,7:,:, 


Peak  Flov.-s 

1.     Peak  Flow.---   (Present)    (3.0  x  Average)  = 
.2.     Peak  Flows   (Future)      (3.0  x  Av(;r;ije)  = 


91,5  00  GPij(05  GPy.) 
125,100  GPD (8 3  GPM) 


C .  Organic  Considerations 

1.  BOL'=>  (Present) 

2.  BOD^  (Future) 
J.     TSS  (Present) 
4.     TSS  (Future) 


0.031  340   mg/1  = 

0.042  §  340   mg/l  = 

0.031  ?  430   mg/1  = 

0.042  &  430   ma/1  = 


88?t/day 
120i?/day 

150'?/day 


D.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units 

1.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served  (Present) 

2.  Equivalent  Dwelling  Units  Served   (Future  ) 


153  D.U.E. 
227  D.U.E, 


E.     Peak  Flow  Rate  Resulting  from  Grinder  Pimo  Units 
Present:   153  D.U.E.  x  1.0  GPM*/D.U.E. 
Future    :   227  D.U.E.  x  0.9  GPM*/D.U.E. 


163  GPM (0,23  5  MGD} 
204  GPM; 0.2 94  MGD) 


*Ht;ad  ccntroiled  output  of  all  purnps  operating  together. 
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phase,  consideration  will  also  be  given  to  powering 
the  grinder  pump  units  from  a  central  source  rather 
than  rely  on  each  home's  electrical  system. 

The  grinder  pumps  will  be  owned  and  maintained  by  the 
Town;   service  easements  will  be  obtained  when  the 
facilities  are  on  private  property. 

The  sewage  flowing  from  Southampton  into  the  Westfield 
system  will  be  metered  at  the  Town-City  boundary. 

Town  Center  Leach  Field 

The  exact  location  of  the  disposal  site  for  the  Town 
Center  option  will  be  determined  during  the  design  phase 
of  the  project,   since  it  is  more  appropriate  to  perform 
the  required  detailed  geohydrologic  work  at  that  time. 
However,  enough  general  data  exists  to  enable  us  to 
identify  two  areas  appropriate  for  the  site. 

Groundwater  conditions  are  favorable  at  both  sites  and 
percolation  rates   (determined  by  field  tests)   are  about 
2  minutes/inch. 

Based  on  this  information,  the  expected  16,000  gpd  flow 
and  the  requirements  of  Title  V  of  the  State  Sanitary 
Code,  the  following  preliminary  design  concepts  are 
considered  appropriate: 
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Pressure  Sewer  Distribution  Box  One  each 

Size  of  Septic  Tank     (150%  x  16,000  gpd)    =     24,000  gallon 
Use  two  12,0  00  gallon  tanks,  each 
10 '   X  11 '   X  25 • 

•Grease  Traps  =  1,500  gallons 

Use  two,   each  6'   x  6'   x  11' 

Siphon  Chambers  =  1,000  gallons 

Use  three,   each  7'   x  13' 

Distribution  Boxes  Six  each 

Leaching  Pits  Twelve  each 

Each  10'   deep  by  14'  diameter 

Total  land  required    including  bufL?r  z.cn--   -  Tw'-  :icres 
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10.4     Environmental  Effects  of  Selected  Plan 
Priinar\7  and  Secondary  Impacts 

The  environmental  impacts  of  the  Pressure  Sewers  and 
the  subsurface  disposal  system  are  not  substantial. 

No  known  endangered  species  will  be  affected  by  the 
project,  primarily  because  m.ost  of  the  project  will  be 
constructed  in  already  disturbed  areas  or  within  road- 
ways.    No  facilities  will  be  relocated  but  up  to  two 
acres  of  agricultural  land  will  be  required  for  the 
leaching  area.     Since  the  subsurface  disposal  area  will 
be  designed  and  constructed  in  accordance  with  Title  V 
of  the  State  Environmental  Code,  the  quality  of  any 
dovm-gradient  surface  or  ground  water  will  not  be 
affected.     No  adverse  effect  on  area  property  values 
is  anticipated;   they  should,   in  fact,  appreciate 
following  implementation  of  the  project  due  to  the  avail- 
ability of  municipal  sewerage.     Those  existing  structures 
having  lots  too  small  to  permit  Title  V  complying  septic 
systems  will  no  longer  be  subject  to  possible  condemna- 
tion for  public  health  reasons.     The  recreational  potential 
of  Pequot  Pond  will  be  enhanced;   the  existing  potential 
for  contamination  of  the  groundwater  and  the  individual 
on-site  water  supplies  by  the  subsurface  sewage  disposal 
systems  will  be  eliminated. 
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The  impact  of  the  project  on  archeological  resources 
is,  at  this  time,  unknown.     A  Phase  I  and,   if  necessary. 
Phase  II  Archeological  Investigation  will  be  performed 
as  part  of  the  Step  2  process. 

Construction  of  the  sewer  system  may  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  those  living  adjacent  to  the  construction 
areas.     Since  sewer  construction  may  proceed  at  a  rate 
of  about  300  feet  a  day,  a  home  might  be  exposed  to 
noise,  dust  and  odors  for  2  or  3  days. 

Noise  in  and  at  the  edge  of  a  typical  construction  site 
may  have  peak  intensities  of  up  to  80-100  dBA.     To  minimize 
the  adverse  impacts,  construction  will  be  limited  to  7  AM 
to  5  PM   (occasionally  to  7  PM)   and  applicable  OSHA  and 
Commonwealth  noise  perforrmance  standards  will  be  included 
in  the  project  specifications  and  strictly  enforced  by 
the  resident  engineer. 

Construction-related  air  pollution  impacts  are  best  illus- 
trated by  association  with  the  offending  pollutants: 
Dust ;     One  type  of  air  pollutant  which  may  be  encountered 
as  a  result  of  this  project  is  particulate  matter  such  as 
dust.     There  are  many  construction  activities  which  pro- 
duce dust,   including  clearing  and  grubbing  (cross-country 
sewers) ,  excavation,  blasting,  aggregate  spreading,  wind- 
blown dust  from  stockpiled  materials,  application  of  lime 
and  fertilizers  on  areas  to  be  seeded,  and  dust  generated 
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by  movement  of  equipment  and  automobile  traffic  over 
the  construction  site.     Dust  from  the  construction  in 
the  street  right-of-vray  can  be  handled  with  water  or 
chemicals  as  directed  by  the  engineer;  dust  control 
measures  will  be  included  in  the  specifications. 
Combustion  By-Products:     Other  sources  of  particulate 
matter   (smoke)   as  well  as  other  air  contaminants  are 
emissions  from  heavy-duty  diesel-powered  vehicles  at 
the  job  site.     It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  air  quality 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  construction  will  exceed  the 
national  primary  or  secondary  air  quality  standards. 
However,  due  to  the  rural  residential  character  of  the 
project  area  and  the  minim.al  volume  of  large  diesel- 
powered  vehicles  traveling  over  most  Town  roads,  the 
typical  diesel  "odor"  emitted  in  the  exhaust  of  the  con- 
struction vehicles  may  be  more  noticeable.     This  would  be 
a  short-terro  effect   (perhaps  8-hours  or  less)   and  would 
do  no  irreparable  harm. 

Water  Quality  Impact:     A  major  potential  source  of  water 
pollution  from  this  proposed  project  is  construction- 
generated  sediment  which  is  transported  primarily  by 
water  and  to  a  lesser  extent,  by  wind.     Erosion  of  land 
areas  disturbed  by  construction  activities  is  dependent 
on  many  factors  including  the  characteristics  of  the  soil, 
climatological  conditions,  and  topography  of  the  site, 
particularly  in  areas  where  clearing  and  excavation  are 
to  take  place. 
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During  the  construction  stage,  any  of  the  following 
activities  may  be  potential  sources  of  sediment  pollu- 
tion : 

1)  .     Site  preparation  -  clearing,  grubbing; 

2)  .     earthmoving  (cutting,   filling  and  stock- 

piling) ? 

3)  ,     construction  and  removal  of  cofferdams  or 

other  diversion  structures  or  stream  relo- 
cation  (stream  crossings) ; 

4)  .     access  and  haul  road  construction  and  use; 

5)  .     rock  blasting,  drilling,  tunnelling  or 

channelling; 

6)  .     landscaping  and  general  site  clean-up 

operations; 

7)  .     excavation  dewatering;  and 

8)  .     sediment  control  pond  discharges   (as  needed) . 

The  project  specifications  will  require  construction 
techniques  that  minimize  the  impact  of  sediment  pollu- 
tion  (grading,  vegetative  cover  and  erosion  control) . 
In  cases  where  work  tasks  may  have  a  potential  environ- 
mental effect  but  are  not  adequately  covered  in  the  speci- 
fications the  resident  engineer  will  be  responsible  for 
seeing  that  such  work  tasks  are  carried  out  in  a  manner 
responsive  to  the  spirit  and  intent  of  the  specifications. 
Solid  Waste  Impact:     Solid  wastes  generated  by  the  pro- 
ject and  requiring  disposal  include: 

1)  .     Excavated  material  from  site  preparation  and 

trenching  which  cannot  be  used  as  backfill 
or  yard  grading. 

2)  .     Tree  and  brush  waste  from  clearing  and 

grubbing  activities. 

3)  .     Material  generated  during  "clean-up"  operations. 
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Every  attempt  will  be  made  to  salvage  useful  or  market- 
able items.     While  disposal  is  normally  a  contractor 
responsibility,  the  project  specifications  will  require 
that  any  wastes  be  disposed  of  at  a  state-approved 
sanitary  landfill. 

The  size  of  the  Town  Center  system  will  severely  limit 
the  amount  of  growth  it  can  accomodate;   it  will,  there- 
fore not  cause  any  secondary  growth  impacts.     Any  growth 
encouraged  by  the  Pequot  Pond  interceptor  will  be  regu- 
lated by  the  Town's  Zoning  By-Laws. 

The  cost  of  implementing  the  program  recommended  in  this 
Plan,  divided  into  State  and  Federal  grant  eligible  and 
ineligible  portions,   is  summarized  in  the  following 
Table. 
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TABLE 

ESTIMATED  COST  OF  PROJECT 
TOTAL  PROJECT 


Cost 

 Item  Total  Eligible  Ineligible 

Construction  &  Contingency 

Collector  Sewers  $1,375,000  $1,375,000  $  0 

Interceptor  Sewers  365,000  365,000  0 

Disposal  Facility  120,000  120,000  0 

Westfield  WWTP  100,000  0  100,000 

Engineering 

Collector  Sewers  189,000  189,000  0 

Interceptor  Sewers  50,000  50,000  0 

Disposal  Facility  16,000  16,000  0 

Sites  &  Easements 

Sewers  24,000  0  24,000 

Disposal  Facility  15,000  15,000  0 

Interest  During  Construction  90,000  0  90,000 

Administrative,  Legal, 

Financial  20,000   0   20, OOP 


TOTAL:  $2,364,000  $2,130,000  $234,000 
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The  Town's  share  of  the  cost  of  the  project  will  be 
reduced  significantly  by  State  and  Federal  grants,  in 
amounts  of  from  40%  to  94%  of  the  eligible  cost  of  the 
disposal  facility.     It  is  difficult  to  predict  at  this 
time  the  exact  amount  of  the  aid  because  of  the  complex 
and  often  subjective  nature  of  the  grants  process;  such 
a  determination  is  typically  made  by  the  State  and 
Federal  government  during  processing  of  the  Step  3  (con- 
struction)  grant  application. 

The  primary  basis  for  the  uncertainty  in  this  analysis 
lies  with  whether  or  not  the  pressure  sewer  systems 
recommended  in  this  report  qualify  for  the  higher  funding 
that  can  be  offered  under  EPA's  Alternative/Innovative 
Technology  Program.     Because  of  this  all  Town  costs  will 
be  presented  as  a  range,  summarized  in  the  following 
Table. 
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TABLE 

TOWN  SHARE  OF  PROJECT  COSTS 


Town  Share 


Minimum  Aid 


MaximuTT.  Aid 


Construction  &  Cont-ingency 
Collector  Sewers 
Interceptor  Sewers 

Disposal  L'acility 
Westfield  WWTP 

Engineering 

Collector  Sewers 
Interceptor  Sewers 
Disposal  Facility 

Sites  S  Easements 
Sewers 

Disposal  Facility 
Inrarest  During  Construction 
Administrative,   Legal,  Financial 
TOTAL 


$      825,000  (60T-.) 

36,500  (10%) 

12,000  (10%) 

100,000  (100%) 


189,000  (100%) 
5,000  (10%) 
1,600  (10^^) 


24,000  (100 -i) 

1,600  (l'J%) 

90,000  (lOO'-;) 

20,000  (100%) 


$1, 304,700 


$  82,500 
36,500 
7,200 
100,000 


11,300 
5,000 
1,000 


2  .  , 000 

9u, 000 
2  0  ^  0*^0 
578,500 


(6'>) 
(10%) 
(6?.) 
(100%) 


(6>) 

(10%) 

(6%) 


(100  s) 

(100%) 
(100%) 


Note:  Thf^  percentages  in  parentheses  represent 
the  Town's  share  of  the  Total  Item  Cost. 
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The  Town's  share  of  the  capital  cost  of  the  project 
ranges  from  $379,000  to  $1,305,000. 

The  Town  has  not  yet  determined  how  the  cost  of  the 
project  will  be  distributed  but  as  one  extreme  we  can 
assume  that  the  user  will  be  assessed  as  much  of  the 
cost  as  is  legally  possible.     Certain  costs,  however, 
may  appear  on  the  tax  rate:     interest  during  construc- 
tion,  $90,000   (cannot  be  bonded  for  under  Massachusetts 
General  Law);  the  Town's  share  of  the  cost  of  the  Septage 
Truck,   $3,200    (will  be  used  to  pump  the  tanks  of  in- 
dividuals not  on  the  system);  and  the  Town's  share  of 
the  cost  of  servicing  Town  Facilities. 

To  determine  a  "per  user"  cost  it  is  necessary  to  first 
determine  the  total  number  of  assessable  "units." 
Based  on  the  number  of  sources  reported  for  Options  A-6 
and  B-2,  the  number  of  "present"  users  total  236,  with 
223   (95%)   representing  private  and  commercial  facilities 
and  13   (5%)   representing  Town  facilities. 

The  total  capital  cost  assessable  per  private  or  commer- 
cial unit  may  range  from  $1,220  to  $5,160  while  the 
capital  cost  assessable  against  the  tax  rate  may  range 
from  $110,000  to  $160,000. 

The  yearly  unit  capital  cost,  assuming  a  5%,  40-year 
U.S.  Farmers  Home  Administration  Loan,  may  range  from 
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$70  to  $300  plus  the  increase  in  the  tax  rate  attribu- 
table to  the  project. 

Operation  and  maintenance  costs,  totalling  $23,000  per 
year,  may  also  be  apportioned  among  users  and  non-users 
(with  non-users  assessed  a  portion  of  the  cost  of  ser- 
vicing Town  facilities) .     The  yearly  private  and  commer- 
cial 0  &  M  cost  is  estimated  as  $100  with  $1,150  paid 
for  by  the  entire  Town  through  increased  property  taxes. 

Total  yearly  unit  costs  (capital  and  0  &  M)  for  users 
may  range  from  $170  to  $400  plus  the  amount  placed  on 
the  tax  rate. 

At  this  time  the  Town  intends  to  apply  for  a  U.S.  Farmers 
Home  Administration  loan  to  finance  the  Town's  share  of 
the  capital  cost  of  the  project.     Depending  upon  the 
amount  of  grant  aid,  the  Project  may  have  a  significant 
economic  effect  on  the  user. 

Irreversible  or  Irretrievable  Commitm.ents  of  Resources 

The  only  known  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commit- 
ments of  resources  would  be  those  expenditures  of 
materials  and  energy  required  for  construction  of  the 
project,   for  the  continuing  operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  facilities;  and  the  delegation  of  that  small 
parcel   (2+  acre)  of  presently  vacant  land  for  use  as 
the  Town  Center  leach  field. 
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Relationship  Between  Short-Term  Uses  of  the  Environment 
and  Enhancement  of  Long-Term  Productivity 

The  solution  proposed  for  the  two  areas  does  not  adversely 
affect  short  or  long-term  land  or  water  uses,  and  does, 
in  fact,  enhance  both.     Water  quality  will  be  greatly 
improved  by  the  project.     The  integrity  of  the  individual 
water  supply  wells  in  the  Ponds  area  will  be  assured  and 
fishing,  swimming,  and  other  recreational  aspects  of 
the  area  will  be  improved. 
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APPENDIX  A  -   SOIL  MAPS 
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RESOLUTION  OF  INTENT 


Resolution  indicating  that  the  Southampton  Town  Government, 
having  the  necessary  legal,    financial,    institutional,  and 
managerial  resources,    intends  to  construct,   operate,   and  main- 
tain certain  proposed  treatment  works  if  such  works  are  approved 
and  funded  by  the  State  and  Federal  Governments. 

WHEREAS,   the  Town  of  Southampton  possesses  the  necessary 
legal,    financial,   institutional,   and  managerial  resources  to 
construct,   operate  and  maintain  sewage  treatment  works  and  re- 
lated fac-litias;  and 

WHEREAS,   the  existing  collection,   treatment  and  disposal 
facilities  do  not  meet  current  State  and  Federal  requirements;  ' 
and 

WHEREAS,   the  recently  completed  facility  planning  report, 
prepared  in  accordance  with  the  Final  Construction  Grant  Regu- 
lations,  40  CFR,   Part  35,   Subpart  E,   dated  September  27,  1978, 
recommends  certain  improvements  to  the  Town's  collection, 
treatment  and  disposal  facilities  that  will  satisfy  State  and 
Federal  requirements. 

NOW  THEREFORE,   BE  IT  RESOLVED  that  the  Town  hereby  indi- 
cates its  concurrence  with  the  proposed  recommended  facilities 
in  the  referenced  planning  report  and  the  Town's  intent  to  con- 
struct, operate,   and  maintain  such  proposed  facilities  in 
accordance  with  State  and  Federal  requirem.ents ,    if  said  facilitie 
are  approved  and  funded  by  the  State  and  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency. 

Dated  this  //day  of    'f-.'k'^j  /^/"/ 


Chairman,   Board  of  Selectm.en 


Member,  Board  of  Selectmen 


J^mber,   Board  of  Selectmen 


Town  Clerk 
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UNI  rfcO  ST  ATEo 

ASSURANCE  OF  COMl^LIANCE 
FOR 

TITLC  V!  OF  '^'E  CIVIL  RIGHTS  ACT  OF  'OM 
A,\D 

SECTION       Of-  r;i£  FWPCA  AMENDMENTS  OK  1972 


NAMT  AND  ALMjRESS  Of-  APPLICANT, HECIt'l  Er^f  i;  Irnnn.itUT 
L.iilcd  ASSWfOPI 


Board  of  Selectmen 
Town  Hall 

Southampton,   MA     0107  3 
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s 

TVI'E  Uf^  GHANf 

CHECK  ONt 
□  NEW 


C'.  ilMT'Nl,/AT  HJN 


jilt  .\(:i<l-rh  I  !'  uil,  ..u'piv  witi    h;!o  --I   >:  ^iic  C'r.ii  I'.i-Jh    Xc!  •.>!  I>»( -i  i  P  |,.  '^•S■.^•^:)  .uu!       rcqiiiiC'iK'iis  .-i  -Iu  ^ 

h'.:-"   !'i'vir.>i':.',r  r  i  (■'r^'ici  l!      A fn '.  I    ■>■•■■>:.,!  \r   ,,;,',■,/  '■//'.•I")  tv  i^iimu  to  t!ni  i  M  Ir .  1  o  iho  ciul  iIki!  hi  ,k  .■.•nl.iiii.r  '.\  "!i 

jlit|i-  \'l  il  I'l.:!  Ac!,  Ill)  iKM'.cil  11)  I  iiiK't;  M.ik'N  sli.iii.  ' 'W  ih'  uiiij  rt  i.u'o  >i>!;".  .M  tKilioii;il  (>i!'.;ii  !h-  (.-xJmIoi!  Inn; 
j  iKir'i.. ir, .  i .i.'  ilc  '.I'd  ;  |-,r  ht ii'.'!  lU  ol ,  i  u  'i'"  '  'tci  wim-  ■.wl ■ic  icvl  i > >  i!i  .  PMniij!  ion  miJc'i  [ui 'ui  ,im  'M  .i.  i '1\  !"i  "a  1m>  iHi  i 
I  A  ,     iir  ; ,, lul  is^i -M.'n  i;  l  n  un  i  I*  \         'i-.'ici".  Uivc  ;issiii  :!iu  c  ni.il  i'  u  ill  'uiu  .mi. I  'icri-;)!       '  .ik,'  .ill  iic  v  :'km^  :: •  ■  i 

.'•)  cl  I    I '■,;!■■  'ill .  .iL'f.'c;:;c:il .  j 

i 

iil  lU-.BV  \(.l\i.LS  '   i  \l  IT  will  i^omply  \Mih  .il  .ipplic.iMe  roquiicinciils  •>r  Soctioii  1  '  o\  ftic  l-cdor:il  W.nor  Pollr.'i.wi  (  ■  iitr >1  * 

A:;,''iid;i.t  iii^  nt  ]''''.':  (IM.  'T-'^iH})  and  .ill  ftHi'.iitciii.  nls  mI'  I-P  \  isMiCii  [Uiisuaiit  to  llial  SLTth>n.  Ii^  ibi-  ,v'J  tlial      a>.\' >r  J.-'r.  ! 

.\\\\\  thai  sov.iiiiii  of  iti.i!  A.!,  nu  iktm)ii  m  liic  l  niU'd  SiaU-s  sliall.  on  ilio  urdiiiid  ol  m.a  Iu-  ox^T.idod  I:i'm  parlMpaiion  "i.  '  j 

•  iciiicd  ''i'   hotuMils  dl,  or  In-  oi!iciv^;',c  si.hjccK'd  lo  di-.>-iiminalii)ii  iiiidi.';  aiiV  prcgiain  or  activilv  iridor  ilu'  said  i'l-'dcral  W  luv  i 

'  Piiilu'ioii  Coiiiroi  AjI  Ank'iidiiK'ilis  lot  the  \ssurof  fcioivos  tiiKiDciai  assistaiici-  ':oni  !-P  \  and  !icri,n\  ^iivcs  ;issu:arvr  liiai  it^ 

wtli  now  j;u;  lR-roj!!er  take  a;l  nci.csiaiy  incaMiK".  to  ctici  li:ato  lhi;>  a^reoinoiit.  | 

I 
I 

It  any  •  al  pf  .c:iy  oi  s'.riiclure  ili'TCon  is  pro\idcd  oi  inipioved  wiih  (lie  aid  ol  finaiu-ial  as.sislancc  oxtcndt'd  to  ilw;  Asmi;.  f  '"■  i 
i'-PA,  Il  \^,lll.:n^c■  oiilijialcs  in^'  Asm.iioi.  di.  m  'iic  civ  oT  an\'  tianNfcr  ol  su.  h  piopi.'tiy.  any  iranslcioc  'or  iIk-  pcind  .ii.nn.'l 
wlucl'.  ilic  fc  il  propiMt)  yn  slnjLlurc  is  used  loi  a  piirpi'sc  nnoUini;  I'lo  provi.iiciis  ol  siniilai  M.'rMi;i"s  oi  hciif!:!'..  Il  a:i\  piT,on.:i! 
property  is  so  provided,  tills  A.ssuMiKe  ohlijaies  the  Asmimk  lor  llie  |H'ihh1  ilnrini:  v\ liieli  il  leuiins  ownership  oi  ]io  .sess.on  ■  iln-: 
pr opi-rly   In  all  oiiier  cases,  this  Assurance  ohIiLMies  il.i.  \.->.-»iiror  I'oi  liie  period  dm inu  vv!iic!i  ihe  Mp;inci;il  assisianco  uexlen  -d 

It  ov  l-:i'A.  i 

I 

I 

llil.  ASSl  KA\('}{  IS  given  in  consideration  ot  and  tor  liie  purpose  ol  obtaining  an>  and  al!  Federal  t;''-"!!^-  loniia.cls.; 
iiropcity  ui  ■  ■,  i.int-.  ■  <\  oMier  linaniial  a.siMance  f\leiuled  alter  llie  date  liereol'  to  :;ic  Assuror  by  I'.PA  includiiii;  i.istallmetii  i 
payments  ai'^'i  ^ich  date  on  account  <^t  arrangements  for  l  edera!  I'lnaiicial  assistance  wliich  weie  approved  beixre  sncii  date  llie: 
\:i.uioi  rci,  oi'iii/  's  and  agiees  that  such  l-edeia!  Iinancial  assistance  will  be  e.Mendrd  ;n  reliance  on  tlie  represenljtions  andi 
gr.eincriK  Mi.idc  in  tins  Assuraniv'  and  that  the  ' 'niied  Sia'cs  shall  resei-.e  the  right  tci  seek  ludieial  cnt'orcomcnt  of  tliis  Assuran>.e.i 
Dw.  A-suiance  is  hiiKlinu  or,  the  \ssuror.  its  suc^ essoi -,.  ti<jnst"erees.  and  assignees,  aiul  tiie  person  or  persons  \\  hose  sigii  itUfiM 
■p;;'- ir  he.  ,a  are  aii'h.on/cd  \"  ms-'U  lliis  .As,  imii>.'.'  on  b'-liall  ol  the  Assiiior.  j 


1  !  he  ohlit'.;; .  'IIS  as'  liine  i  o\  the  A^sui  ■  m  he:rundei  .w:  \'\  .iddi  I  ion  ;  ■  >  .iny  obligal  !•.  -lis  u  hi,  h  '\\.\\  1h'  unpo-,ed  on  the  Assuioi  In  .nr. 

I  ip;'iicabie  rcijuh.iion  n-  w  . nitsiandin':  oi  \\liiJi  in  r.  heie  ilter  be  :id  "p!ed  by  VV\  !>■  elKMuate  aiu'  provision  or  goal  i  t'tlie  s.nd 
I'lle  VI  and  i!l  applu  ,i>le  iciiuire.M'  nls  -I  ih.  ud  Sei  lion  I  v  .h.u  no  p,i;l  d  ihis  Vssiii.ince  ^hall  be  re. id  so  ,is  to  in  any  -a  a 
de.T.u.'  l-.iiii      r.iodilv  a,,'    iMig.ilion  'Ahi:  I  ni  c.     ■  i:;:;>'v  -d  o.p  ilv  Vssiirtir  b>  aiiv  viich  legulation  standing  alone. 


;  IJ    t    ,  ■  >.•  r    &  I    A  •  i  L    F     All"     <  ..'"1  I  '  r    (  . 

Chairman 

Board  of  Selectmen 


II 
I 

II 

in 

113 


APPENDIX  B-3 


SUMMARY  OF  COSTS  OF  PLANNED  TREATMENT  WORKS 
SCHEOULnO  3Y  PROJECT  AND  CATEGORY 
{Read  tnttrucuont  on  reverrr  bfforr  completinjf  form  I 


MUNICIPALITY'  t ppucant ' 


Southampton,  Massachusetts 


»  SECOND 
**  PROJECT 


•  THIRD 
PROJECT 


»  FOUHTH 
PROJECT 


•  FIFTH 
PROJECT 


TO  FAL  ALL 
PROJECTS 


i  2  j  PROJECT  STEP 


STEP       2  STEP  3 


STEP 


iTEP 


j  tISTIMATED  CALENDAR  QTR/YEAR 
J  j  APPLICATION  WILL  3E  SUB- 
!  MITTED  TO  EPA  FOR  FUNDING 


4/81 


1/83 


I  .1  CATEGORY  I 

I     Secondary  Treataient  and  BP'A'TT 


16,000 


230,000 


t:  CATEGORY  II 

More  Strireent  Treatment 


r 


^TEGORY  Mi'-- 

;'i !  r  r  a  i  io  n ,  i  n  n  o  A-  C  o  r  r e ;  1 ,')  n 


CA  rEGORY  IliB 

V't.ijor  Se\\!*'  Syitcm  Rehabilitation 


I  J  CA"^EGORV  IVA 
^  i      Nf-k  Coile,tc-r  v  etc 


CA-^EGORY  IV8 
^.(•v  Inter^eotors,  eit. 


190,000  I  1,  375,  00(J 


50,000  I  365,000 


'  g.  CAT  EGOHY  V 

(."orrection  ot  C>">rnbiiiC\i  Sewer  Over- 


h.  CATEGORV  VI 

."teaiment  and/or  Control  of 
Sto  rnwaters 


j  b  TOTAL  ESTIMATED  COST  OF 
i         « -COMMENCED  PROJECTS 


2  256,000 


^1, 970, 001 


I 

'  '\     STEP  1  PROJECT  COST 

!     ,  P-iject  No.  C_   250-438  ^ni 


8,000 


GP.ANOTOTAL  ESTIMATED  COST  OF 
j  7      ALL  PROJECTS  TO  BE  INCLUOED  IN 

1     ,  TK.£  -;ntibe  grant 


2, 234 , 000 


8.  .  COST  ESTIMATES  OF  RCCOMMENOED  PROJECTS  WERE  COMPUTED  AS  OF 


3/81 


.AND  REFLECT '-:Z  L.XTES" 


;  CONSTRUCTION  COST  !NC£X  OF  


3388 


AS  REPORT  ED  BY  THE  ENGINEERING  NEWS  PF.CORD 


1       NOTE      Suggested  format  for  data  to  be  included  >n  the  facilities  plan. 

incluiie  project  descnption  in  Fialitifi  Flan  narrative. 
,    ♦  The  F  iril  Project  is  the  initial  (Step  I)  project  under  this  grant  lor  the  treatmeni  vvorks. 
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APPENDIX  B-4 
STATEMENT  CONCERNING  AVAILABILITY  OF  LAND 

To  the  best  of  our  knowledge  the  site  of  the  proposed 
disposal  facility  is  available  for  purchase  by  the  Town. 

We  estimate  the  cost  of  the  parcel  to  be  no  more  than 
$15, 000. 


hairman.   Board  of  Selectmen 


Member,   Board  of  Selectmen 


Member,   Board  of  Selectmen 
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APPENDIX  C  -   SUMMARY  OF  PUBLIC  HEARING 
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APPENDIX  C 


SUMMARY  OF  PUBLIC  HEARING 


A  public  hearing  was  held  on  April  15  and  April  29,  1981 
in  the  Town  Hall  in  Southampton.     The  Notice  of  Hearing 
appeared  in  the  Holyoke  Transcript  Telegram  and  Daily  Hampshire 
Gazette,   local  newspapers,  on  March  12  and  April  2,  1981. 
The  meeting  dates  were  also  the  subject  of  several  articles 
appearing  in  the  Gazette  before  the  hearings. 

The  following  individuals  attended  the  hearing: 


The  discussion  is  paraphrased  and  summarized  below;  a 
copy  of  the  verbatim  manuscript  is  contained  in  the  project 
files  of  Aimer  Huntley,  Jr.,  and  Associates,   Inc.,  Northampton, 
Massachusetts . 

The  hearing  was  opened  at  7:30  p.m.  by  Tom  Camilleri, 
Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Selectmen.     After  several  introduc- 
tory remarks  he  introduced  Stephen  Demski,   Project  Engineer 
for  Huntley  Associates,  Inc. 


Tom  Camilleri 
Ed  Youmell 
Art  Sattler 
John  Raymond 
Jay  O'Reilly 
James  Carey 
Richard  Frary 
Donald  Madsen 
Douglas  Madsen 
Emelie  Plourde 
Robert  Smith 
Edward  Borucki 
Linda  0 ' Rourke 
R .  A .  Lyman 
J.   F.  Slattery 
Melinda  ^Vheeler 


Board  of  Selectmen 
Board  of  Selectmen 
Board  of  Selectmen 
Board  of  Health 
Planning  Board 
Finance  Committee 
Finance  Committee 
Citizen 

Development  &  Industrial  Comm. 

Citizen 

Citizen 

Board  of  Health 

Citizen 

Citizen 

Water  Commission 

Daily  Hampshire  Gazette 
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After  several  introductory  remarks  Mr.  Demski  explained 
the  scope  of  the  study,   the  alternative  sewer  and  wastewater 
treatment  systems  and  funding  programs.     The  hearing  then 
opened  for  questions. 

QUESTION:     What  type  of  agreement  would  be  required  between 
Westfield  and  Southampton? 

ANSWER:  The  agreement  would  be  a  legally  binding  Contract, 
approved  by  the  Massachusetts  Emergency  Finance  Board,  good 
for  20  or  30  years. 

QUESTION:     Would  Option  A-1  encourage  growth  along  Pom.eroy 
Meadow  Road? 

ANSWER:     It  probably  would.     This  is  a  major  disadvantage  of 
Option  A-1. 

QUESTION:     Must  homes  tie  into  the  system? 

ANSVTER:     That  is  a  local  Board  of  Health  decision,   though  the 
Town  can  assess  a  betterment  fee  against  a  piece  of  property 
even  if  the  property  is  not  tied  into  the  system. 

QUESTION:     How  will  future  tie-ins  be  charged? 
ANSWER:     This  would  be  a  Town  decision.     Some  Towns  assess 
the  same  charge  as  is  assessed  the  original  users  and  use 
these  additional  monies  to  pay  for  system  expansion. 

QUESTION:     What  technique  would  be  used  to  calculate  the 
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betterment  charge? 

ANSWER:     The  Town  has  several  options  including  frontage, 
area  of  lot,   and  number  of  living  units  in  building. 

QUESTION:     How  do  we  select  two  plans    (one  for  Town  Center, 
one  for  the  Ponds)    from  among  the  ten  or  eleven  offered? 
ANSWER   (By  Selectmen) :     We  should  have  another  meeting  with 
the  appropriate  Town  Boards  to  select  two  alternatives 
(general  agreement) . 

QUESTION:     What  do  we  have  to  do  to  file  a  Step  2  grant 
application? 

ANS^VER:     You  must  first  hold  a  Town  Meeting  to  appropriate 
the  design  and  construct  monies. 

STATEMENT   (By  a  Selectman) :     I  think  we  should  choose  a 
system  that  services  the  most  number  of  people. 

STATEMENT   (By  Finance  Committee  member) :     It  is  difficult 

to  select  two  alternatives  since  they  serve  different  numbers 

of  people,   the  cost  per  unit  varies  significantly. 

STATEMENT   (By  the  Engineer) :     The  Town  must  decide  what 
criteria  it  wishes  to  use  to  evaluate  the  alternative  systems. 

QUESTION:     Can  on-site  systems  be  installed  in  Town  Center? 
ANSWER   (By  Board  of  Health  member) :     The  homes  are  too  close 
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and  the  soils  too  poor  to  support  on-site  systems. 

QUESTION:     Will  the  problems  in  Town  Center  become  worse  if 
nothing  is  done? 

ANSWER   (By  Board  of  Health  member) :     Probably  will  not  be- 
come worse  since  local  and  state  regulations  prohibit  further 
building  on  soils  like  this,  but  the  situation  will  not  get 
any  better. 

At  9:30  p.m.   the  hearing  was  adjourned;   the  hearing  reconvened 
on  April  29. 

The  hearing  started  with  the  Board  of  Health  stating  their 
position  on  the  project.     The  Board  feels  the  Town  has  two 
areas  of  public  health  concern:     Town  Center  and  Pequot  Pond. 
The  Town  Center  problem  can  best  be  solved  by  a  sewerage 
system  but  the  Ponds  area  needs  a  centralized  water  system 
more  than  a  sewerage  system.     The  Board  recommends  a 
pressurized  collector-leach  field  sewerage  system  for 
Town  Center. 

The  hearing  continued  for  another  hour,  with  the  attendees 
discussing  the  pros  and  cons  of  the  various  alternatives. 
A  consensus  was  then  reached:     the  Tov/n  prefers  Options  A- 6  and 
B-2.     In  terms  of  funding  priorities  the  consensus  was: 

1.  Provide  sewerage  for  Town  Center; 

2.  Provide  potable  water  for  Pequot  Pond; 
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3.     Provide  sewerage  for  Pequot  Pond. 
The  hearing  was  then  adjourned. 
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